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NATIONAL TURKEY MARKETING ACT 


THURSDAY, JULY 10, 1958 


Unttep States SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURAL PRopUCTION, 
MARKETING, AND STABILIZATION OF PRICES OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND Forestry, 
Washington, D. C. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:20 a. m., in room 
324, Senate Office Building, Senator Olin D. Johnston, presiding. 
Present: Senators Johnston (presiding), Aiken, and Fons 
Also present : Senators Symington and Mundt. 
a Jounston. The committee will come to order. 
I regret very much to inform this gathering that Senator 
Humphrey, who was to have held the hearings on § 3864, has been 
cilled: out of town. He was called to the bedside of his brother. It 
was thought at one time that he was at the point of death; so Sen- 


ator Humphrey flew home to be there. That is the reason he is not 
here this morning. 


The bill will be inserted in the record at this point. 
(S. 3864 is as follows :) 


[S. 3864, 85th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To enable producers to provide a supply of turkeys adequate to meet the needs of 
consumers, to maintain orderly marketing conditions, and to promote and expand the 
consumption of turkeys and turkey products 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That this Act shall be known as the “Na- 
tional Turkey Marketing Act”. 

Sec. 2. Breeder hens for the production of hatching eggs and poults, and 
market turkeys are produced by persons widely scattered throughout the several 
States, and hatching eggs and market turkeys and turkey products move in 
large part through the channels of interstate or foreign commerce. 

The number of breeder hens maintained, the supply of hatching eggs, and the 
number of poults hatched directly affect the supplies of, the markets for, and 
the prices of, turkeys and turkey products in commerce. Turkeys which do 
not move to market in commerce directly affect the markets for and the prices 
of turkeys and turkey products in commerce. 

Farmers maintaining flocks of breeder hens for the production of hatching 
eggs for poults or market turkeys, persons hatching eggs for the production of 
poults or market turkeys, and growers of market turkeys individually have 
been unable to determine the number of breeder hens required, or the number 
of hatching eggs or poults to be produced, to provide a supply of turkeys needed 
to meet effective demand. As a consequence turkey breeders and turkey hatch- 
erymen and turkey growers are unable to market in an orderly manner or to 
prevent excessive supplies or shortages occurring in commerce, with the result 
that prices fluctuate widely, causing severe losses or injury to producers and 
consumers of turkeys. . 
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DECLARATION OF POLICY 


Seo. 3. It is hereby declared to be the policy of the Congress that it is in the 
public interest to encourage the producers of breeder hens, hatching eggs, poults, 
and market turkeys, through marketing orders issued pursuant to the provisions 
of this Act, to establish and contribute to the support of (1) programs to provide, 
in the interests of producers and consumers, such supply and orderly flow of 
turkeys in commerce through the marketing season as will avoid unreasonable 
fluctuations in supplies and prices, and as will tend to provide a reasonable and 
adequate return to efficient producers, and as will tend to establish, as the prices 
to farmers, parity prices as defined by section 301 (a ) (1) of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, and (2) research (including disease con- 
trol), promotion, and market development programs to expand the consumption 
of, and to assist, improve, or promote the marketing and distribution in commerce 
of turkeys and turkey products. 


MARKETING ORDERS 


Sec. 4. (a) To effectuate the declared policy of this Act, the Secretary shall, 
subject to the provisions of this section, issue and from time to time amend, 
orders applicable to persons engaged in the marketing in commerce of breeder 
hens, hatching eggs, poults, or market turkeys, and to buyers of turkeys for 
slaughter. 

NOTICE AND HEARING 


(b) Whenever the Secretary, upon the request of producers of breeder hens, 
hatching eggs, poults, or market turkeys, has reason to believe that the issuance 
of an order will tend to effectuate the declared policy of this Act, he shall give 
due notice of and an opportunity for a hearing upon a proposed order. The 
formulation of the terms of any such order for proposal to the Secretary or the 
carrying out of any provision of this Act shall not be held to be in violation of any 
of the antitrust laws of the United States and shall be deemed to be lawful. 


FINDING AND ISSUANCE OF ORDERS 


(c) After such notice and opportunity for hearing, the Secretary shall issue 
an order if he finds, and sets forth in such order, upon the evidence introduced 
at such hearing (in addition to such other findings as may be specifically required 
by this section) that the issuance of such order and all of the terms and condi- 
tions thereof will tend to effectuate the declared policy of this Act. 


TERMS 


(d) Orders issued pursuant to this section shall contain one or more of the 
following terms and conditions, and (except as provided in subsection (e)) 
no other: 

(1) Requiring that every person maintaining breeder hens for the production 
for commerce of hatching eggs, poults, or market turkeys register his name and 
address, and that each such breeder hen be registered and issued an official 
band in accordance with the terms of the marketing order. 

(2) Providing for the payment by the person registering breeder hens of a 
market development and stabilization fee for each breeder hen registered and 
issued an official band in accordance with the terms of the marketing order. 

(3) Prohibiting the marketing in commerce of breeder hens, hatching eggs, 
poults, or market turkeys produced other than by breeder hens registered and 
issued an official band in accordance with the terms of the marketing order. 

(4) Prohibiting the marketing in commerce of breeder hens, hatching eggs, 
poults, or market turkeys by any person owning, possessing, or controlling any 
breeder hens which have not been registered and issued an official band in 
accordance with the terms of the marketing order. 

(5) Providing for payments from funds collected pursuant to the marketing 
order for marketing breeder hens for slaughter in accordance with the terms 
of the marketing order. 

(6) Providing for the payment by the person hatching eggs for the production 
of poults for commerce or marketing hatching eggs in commerce for the purpose 
of hatching of a market development and stabilization fee for each hatching egg 
so hatched or marketed in accordance with the terms of the marketing order. 
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(7) Providing for the payment by the person marketing poults in commerce 
or retaining poults for the production of market turkeys for commerce, of a 
market development and stabilization fee for each poult marketed in commerce 
or retained for the production of turkeys for market in commerce in accordance 
with the terms of the marketing order. 

(8) Providing for payments from funds collected pursuant to the marketing 
order for diverting hatching eggs or poults from the channels of commerce. 

(9) Providing for the purchase from funds collected pursuant to the marketing 
order, and the sale or other disposition of breeder hens, hatching eggs, or poults 
not needed for the production of market turkeys. 

(10) Providing for the payment by the person marketing market turkeys 
in commerce of a market development and stabilization fee for each market 
turkey marketed in commerce in accordance with the terms of the marketing 
order. 

(11) Providing for the withholding from the proceeds of sale of breeder hens, 
hatching eggs, poults and market turkeys of any market development and sta- 
bilization fees becoming due and owing by reason of the marketing of same, and 
for the disposition of such fees in accordance with the terms of the marketing 
order. 

(12) Providing for payments to be made from funds collected pursuant to 
the marketing order to encourage the marketing, sale, export, diversion, or 
other utilization of market turkeys or turkey products in accordance with the 
terms of the marketing order. 

(13) Providing for the purchase from funds collected pursuant to the market- 
ing order and the sale, donation, export, or other disposition of market turkeys 
or turkey products to facilitate marketing, promote consumption, or effectuate 
a better balance between supply and demand of turkeys in accordance with the 
terms of the marketing order. 

(14) Establishing or providing for the establishment of research (including 
disease control), promotion and market development programs designed to 
assist, improve, or promote the marketing, distribution, or consumption of tur- 
keys or turkey products, the expense of such projects to be paid from funds 
collected pursuant to the marketing order. 

(15) Any term or condition incidental to, not inconsistent with, and necessary 
to effectuate any other terms and conditions of such order. 


TERMS COMMON TO ALL ORDERS 


(e) Any order issued pursuant to this section shall provide a method for the 
selection of a marketing board to administer such order. Such order shall also 
provide for adequate representation on the marketing board of each class of 
producer (as defined in section 8 (m) of this Act) subject to the order and for 
proper regional representation. The members of the board shall be appointed 
by the Secretary from nominations made by producers. Upon request of the 
marketing board the Secretary shall appoint from persons engaged in allied 
industries advisers to advise the board on any matter on which the board may 
request advice in connection with the performance of its duties. No action 
taken by any such board affecting any class of producer as defined in section 8 
(m) of this Act shall be effective unless such action is approved by a majority 
of the members of the board representing such class of producer. Each market- 
ing order shall state the maximum market development and stabilization fee 
which may be assessed against any class of producer. The order shall define 
the powers and duties of the marketing board which shall include the power: 

(1) To administer such order in accordance with its terms and provisions; 

(2) To establish committees or subcommittees to carry out assigned duties 
and functions and to designate persons who may or may not be members of 
the marketing board to serve upon such committees : 

(3) To employ or retain the services of necessary personnel ; 

(4) To enter into contracts or agreements to secure the services of others 
(including trade organizations serving the turkey industry) in administering 
the order and in formulating, developing and carrying out programs for the 
removal or diversion of surplus breeder hens, hatching eggs, poults, and market 
turkeys from the market, for conducting research (including disease control), 
promotion and market development projects to expand the consumption of, and 
markets for, turkeys or turkey products, and for carrying out any other activity 
provided for in a marketing order ; 
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(5) To recommend to the Secretary rules and regulations to effectuate the 
terms and provisions of such order ; 

(6) To receive, investigate, and report to the Secretary complaints of viola- 
tions of such order; 

(7) To recommend to the Secretary amendments to or suspension or termi- 
nation of, such order ; and 

(8) To collect market development and stabilization fees and to pay from 
moneys collected such expenses as may be incurred by such marketing board 
in the performance of its duties as authorized under this Act, including com- 
pensation and expenses to members of the board and advisers. 


CONSUMER SAFEGUARD 


(f) Whenever the average price of turkeys to growers equals or exceeds the 
parity price and the Secretary determines that the average price for turkeys 
for the marketing season will equal or exceed the parity price, the Secretary 
shall suspend the operation of the provisions of any order authorizing the 
expenditure of funds for purchasing or diverting market. turkeys from normal 
channels of distribution, and no funds shall be expended to reduce the supply 
of breeder hens, hatching eggs, or poults available for the production of market 
turkeys whenever the Secretary determines that the average price of market 
turkeys to producers during the ensuing marketing season will exceed the 
parity price. 

REQUIREMENT OF REFERENDUM AND PRODUCER APPROVAL 


(g) The Secretary shall conduct a referendum among producers for the pur- 
pose of ascertaining whether the issuance of an order is approved or favored 
by producers, as required under the applicable provisions of this Act. No order 
issued pursuant to this section shall be effective unless the Secretary determines 
that the issuance of such order is approved or favored : 

(1) By not less than 65 per centum by number of the producers of market 
turkeys voting in such referendum who, during a representative period deter- 
mined by the Secretary, have been engaged in the production of market turkeys, 
and who produced not less than 51 per centum of the market turkeys during 
said representative period produced by producers voting in such referendum, or 
by not less than 51 per centum by number of the producers of market turkeys 
voting in such referendum who, during the representative period determined 
by the Secretary, have been engaged in the production of market turkeys, and 
who produced not less than 65 per centum of the market turkeys produced by 
producers voting in such referendum, and 

(2) By not less than 51 per centum by number of the producers voting in 
such referendum of each commodity specified in such marketing order who, 
during a representative period determined by the Secretary, have been engaged 
in the production of such commodity for market, and who produced not less 
than 65 per centum by volume of such commodity produced by producers voting 
in such referendum, or by not less than 65 per centum by number of the pro- 
ducers of each commodity specified in such marketing order voting in such 
referendum who, during a representative period determined by the Secretary, 
have been engaged in the production of such commodity for market and who 
produced not less than 51 per centum by volume of such commodity produced 
by producers voting in such referendum. 


AMENDMENT, SUSPENSION, AND TERMINATION OF ORDERS 


(h) (1) The Secretary shall, whenever he finds that any marketing order 
issued under this section, or any provision thereof, obstructs or does not tend to 
effectuate the declared policy of this Act, terminate or suspend the operation of 
such order or such provision thereof. 

(2) Upon the request of the marketing board the Secretary shall conduct a 
referendum to determine whether producers favor the amendment, suspension, 
or termination of a marketing order. The Secretary shall suspend or terminate 
the provisions of a marketing order relating to any commodity specified therein 
whenever he determines that the suspension or termination of such order is 
approved or favored by a majority of the producers of market turkeys voting in 
such referendum or of the producers of such commodity voting in such referen- 
dum who, during a representative period determined by the Secretary, have been 
engaged in the production of such turkeys or of such commodity, as the case 
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may be: Provided, That such majority have, during such representative period, 
produced more than 50 per centum of the volume of such turkeys or of such 
commodity, as the case may be, produced by the producers voting in such 
referendum. 

(3) The termination or suspension of any order or amendment thereto or 
provision thereof, shall not be considered an order within the meaning of sub- 
section (j) of this section. 


(4) The provisions of this Act applicable to marketing orders shall be appli- 
cable to amendments to orders. 


EIGIBILITY TO VOTE IN REFERENDUM 


(i) At least fifteen days prior to conducting any referendum under this Act, 
the Secretary shall issue a public notice fixing a time and a place in each county 
where producers who, during a representative period determined by the Secre- 
tary, have been engaged in the production of market turkeys or of a commodity 
specified in a proposed marketing order, may register their names, addresses, 
and such other pertinent information as the Secretary may require. The Secre- 
tary may exclude any person who fails to so register or who is otherwise 
ineligible to vote from participating in the referendum. 


PETITION AND REVIEW 


(j) (1) Any person subject to any order may file a written petition with the 
Secretary, stating that any such order or any provision of any such order or 
any obligation imposed in connection therewith is not in accordance with law 
and praying for a modificaton thereof or to be exempted therefrom. He shall 
thereupon be given an opportunity for a hearing upon such petition, in accord- 
ance with regulations made by the Secretary. After such hearing, the Secretary 
shall make a ruling upon the prayer of such petition which shall be final, if in 
accordance with law. 

(2) The district courts of the United States in any district in which such 
person is an inhabitant, or has his principal place of business, are hereby vested 
with jurisdiction in equity to review such ruling, provided a complaint for that 
purpose is filed within twenty days from the date of the entry of such ruling. 
Service of process in such proceedings may be had upon the Secretary by deliv- 
ering to him a copy of the complaint. If the court determines that such ruling 
is not in accordance with law, it shall remand such proceedings to the Secretary 
with directions either (1) to make such ruling as the court shall determine to 
be in accordance with law or (2) to take such further proceedings as in its 
opinion the law requires. The pendency of proceedings instituted pursuant to 
this subsection (j) shall not impede, hinder, or delay the United States or the 
Secretary from obtaining relief pursuant to section 5 (b) of this Act. 


LIMITATION OF LIABILITY 


(k) In exercising powers granted pursuant to this section, the members of 
any marketing board and any agents or employees of any such board shall not 
be held liable individually in any way whatsoever for errors in judgment, mis- 
takes, or other acts, either of commission or omission, except for their own acts 
of dishonesty or crime. No such person shall be held responsible for any act or 
omission of any other such persons. 


ENFORCEMENT 


Sec. 5. (a) Any fee assessed pursuant to any marketing order issued here- 
under shall be due and payable to the marketing board by the person liable 
therefor under the terms of the order. In the event of failure by any person 
so assessed to pay any such fee in accordance with the terms of the marketing 
order, the Secretary, upon request of the marketing board, may cause a suit to 
be instituted against such person in a court of competent jurisdiction for the 
collection thereof. Any funds so recovered shall be paid to the marketing board 
for carrying out the terms of the marketing order. 

(b) Any person who willfully violates any provision of any marketing order 
duly issued by the Secretary hereunder or who fails or refuses to pay any fee 
duly required of him thereunder shall be liable civilly in an action brought in 
the name of the United States for an amount not exceeding $1,000 for each 
separate violation or failure or refusal to pay. 
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(c) The several district courts of the United States are vested with jurisdic- 
tion specifically to enforce and to prevent and restrain any person from violating 
any order or regulation made or issued pursuant to this Act. 

(d) Upon request of the Secretary, it shall be the duty of the several district 
attorneys of the United States in their respective districts, under the direction 
of the Attorney General, to institute proceedings to enforce the remedies and 
to collect the fees and civil penalties provided for in this section. 


BOOKS AND RECORDS: DISCLOSURE OF INFORMATION 


Sec. 6. (a) All persons subject to a marketing order issued by the Secretary 
hereunder, shall maintain books and records adequate to reflect their opera- 
tions subject to the order and shall furnish to the Secretary, as may be called 
for from time to time by the Secretary, reports covering such operations. For 
purposes of ascertaining the correctness of any such reports or for the purpose 
of obtaining the necessary information in the event of failure to furnish the in- 
formation requested, the Secretary is authorized to examine any such books and 
records relating to such operations. 

(b) Any such information so obtained by the Secretary, his agents, or the 
marketing board concerned, shall be kept strictly confidential and only such in- 
formation so furnished or acquired as the Secretary deems relevant shall be dis- 
closed, and then only in a suit or administrative hearing brought at the direc- 
tion, or upon the request, of the Secretary of Agriculture, or to which he or 
any officer of the United States is a party, and involving the marketing order 
with reference to which the information so to be disclosed was furnished or 
acquired. Nothing in this section shall be deemed to prohibit (1) the issuance 
of general statements based upon the reports of a number of persons subject 
to an order, which statements do not identify the information furnished by any 
person, or (2) the publication by direction of the Secretary of the name of any 
person violating any order, together with a statement of the particular pro- 
visions of the marketing order violated by such person. Any such officer or 
employee violating the provisions of this section shall upon conviction be sub- 
ject to a fine of not more than $1,000 or to imprisonment for not more than one 
year, or to both, and shall be removed from office. 


REGULATIONS 


Src. 7. The Secretary shall promulgate such rules and regulations as are 
necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act. 


DEFINITIONS 


Sec. 8. For the purposes of this Act— 

(a) The term “commerce” means interstate or foreign commerce and that 
commerce which affects, burdens, or obstructs interstate or foreign commerce 
in breeder hens, hatching eggs, poults, or market turkeys, or which affects, 
burdens, or obstructs the supply or prices of such commodities in interstate or 
foreign commerce. 

(b) The term “interstate or foreign commerce” means commerce between any 
State, Territory, or possession, or the District of Columbia, and any place out- 
side thereof ; or between points within the same State or the District of Colum- 
bia, but through any place outside thereof; or within the District of Columbia. 

(c) The term “marketing” means the offer for sale, sale, or transfer of owner- 
ship by any means of breeder hens, hatching eggs, poults, or market turkeys, or 
the delivery to another person of breeder hens for the production of hatching 
eggs, hatching eggs for hatching, poults for the production of breeder hens or 
market turkeys, or market turkeys for slaughter. 

(d) The term “Secretary” means the Secretary of Agriculture. 

(e) The term “person” means any individual, partnership, corporation, asso- 
ciation, or any other business unit. 

(f) The term “turkey” means a live turkey of any species over six weeks old. 

(g) The term “market turkey” means a live turkey over six weeks old pro- 
duced or marketed for the production of turkey products. 

(h) The term “breeder hen” means a live turkey hen kept for the production 
of eggs for hatching, or a live turkey hen ten months old or older or any classi- 
fication thereof as defined in the marketing order. 
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(i) The term “poult” means a young live turkey not over six weeks old. 

(j) The term “hatching egg’ means any egg produced by a breeder hen. 

(k) The term “turkey products” means turkey which has been slaughtered for 
human food, any edible part of turkey, or any human food product consisting of 
any edible part of turkey separately or in combination with other ingredients. 

(1) The term “marketing season” means a period of not more than twelve con- 
secutive months established pursuant to a marketing order. 

(m) The term “producer” means— 

(1) in the case of breeder hens and hatching eggs any person who owns 
more than ten breeder hens for the production of hatching eggs for the 
production of poults or turkeys ; 

(2) in the case of poults, any person who produces or acquires more than 
five hundred hatching eggs for the production of poults for the production 
of turkeys; 

(3) in the case of market turkeys, any person who produces more than 
two hundred and fifty turkeys for market. 

(n) The term “person engaged in allied industries” means any person who 
is engaged in the manufacture or distribution of feed for poults or turkeys, the 
slaughtering or processing of turkeys for market, or the distribution of turkey 
products. 

SEPARABILITY 

Sec. 9. If any provision of this Act or the application thereof to any person 
or circumstances in held invalid, the validity of the remainder of the Act and 
of the application of such provision to other persons and circumstances shall not 
be affected thereby. 

EFFECTIVE DATE 


Sec. 10. This Act shall take effect upon enactment. 


Senator Jonnstron. I notice we have Senator Watkins here from 
Utah. We are certainly glad to have you and I know you want to 
get back to the Judiciary Committee which will be meeting in a few 
minutes. So will you please proceed ? 


STATEMENT OF HON. ARTHUR V. WATKINS, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF UTAH 


Senator Warxkrins. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the courtesy ex- 
tended to me for making a brief statement here this morning with 
respect to the legislation or the bill that is now before this com- 
mittee. 

First of all, let me say that the turkey growers of my State are 
supporting this bill. 

I have a telegram here from Elden Westenskow, president of the 
Utah Turkey Federation, in which he states: | 

We respectfully request your support of the turkey enabling act bill which 
shortly will be cosponsored by Senators Humphrey and Thye. 

Then I have a telegram here from Mr. J. Arza Adams, a director 
of the Utah Turkey Federation, representing that association here 
today. Mr. Adams is here in person, so I am not going to read 
his telegram. ar 

However, I want to say this: That I have had some personal 
experience in the growing of turkeys and in the marketing of turkeys. 
However, it predates most of the activities that the present turkey 
growers are now engaged in. ; 

Turkey growing in Utah is one of our very extensive and, in 
many ways, most profitable agricultural enterprises. However, the 
industry faces the same situation that they do all over the country. 
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One year they have an extra large crop of turkeys, and they face 
losses, and then for a year or two they will produce less and there will 
be a profit again. It is quite easy to get in and out of them, and as 
a result, the fluctuation in production may be very large. 

Utah, as I understand it, at this time is ranked about ninth in 
production of turkeys in the United States. 

Right after World War I, during 1920 or 1921, I personally 
engaged in the production of turkeys on a commercial scale. 

I think I was one of the first to artificially brood turkeys, and 
to rear them on rather a large-scale basis, since at that time a flock 
of 2,000 turkeys was a big flock. In my State now they have flocks 
of 10,000, and instead of there being only a few big producers like I 
was at that time—I don’t exactly know how many farmers there are 
now—but it probably would run into rather a large number of big 
producers for the size of a State like Utah, located geographically 
as it is from major consuming centers. 

In those days, of course, turkeys were only on the American tables 
about 3 days a year—Thanksgiving, Christmas, and New Year. I 
am happy to note since that time, however, that with modern methods 
of dressing turkeys and refrigerating them, the turkey now has become 
a staple part of the American diet. 

It is in great favor and the industry has grown by leaps and bounds 
until it is an industry that operates in every State of the Union. 

I have been very much surprised to note the large number of States 
that are in the business. These producers do have these periodic gluts 
in the market which make the business very hazardous, economically 
speaking. 

In my State last year they did have some pretty heavy losses. The 
markets have to be stabilized and I think this program is fully 
justified by reason of that kind of a situation. This bill provides one 
means, of course, of helping to use up the grains and other poultry 
feeds that are produced in this country. 

It will help the average farmer as well as the turkey grower and 
it makes it possible, of course, to have turkeys as a regular part of our 
diet the year around at prices which everybody can afford and which 
will permit the turkey grower to also make a profit. 

Of course, if he is going to stay in business ie must make a profit. 

I am very happy, indeed, to appear here today and endorse this 
measure and to give all the support that I can for this particular piece 
of legislation. 

Senator Jounston. Senator, we are certainly glad to have you come 
in and testify and give us some information on this matter. 

Senator Warxrns. I wish to put these telegrams into the record. 

Senator Jounston. They will be a part of the record. 

(The telegrams are as follows :) 


PLEASANT Grove, Utan, May 20, 1958. 
Hon. ArTHuR V. WATKINS, 


United States Senator, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 


We are informed our bill, known as the National Turkey Marketing Act, is 
being presented in Congress tomorrow, May 21. We hope you have had an oppor- 
tunity to study this bill and ask that you favorably consider Mr. Eldon 
Westenskow’s request that you cosponsor this bill. 


J. ArzA ADAMS, 
National Director, Utah Turkey Federation. 
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Satt Lake Crry, Uran, May 20, 1958. 
Senator ArTHUR V. WATKINS, 


Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 


The National Turkey Marketing Act is being presented to Congress Wednesday, 
May 21. We hope you can consider this bill favorably and work for its passage. 


UTAH POULTRY AND FARMERS COOPERATIVE, 
H. M. BLACKHURST. 


Senator Warkins. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Adams from my State is also 
here, and I want to give real attention to what he has to say because 
he is one of the real experts in the turkey business. 

Senator Jonnston. Fine. 

I notice we have Senator Fulbright here also, and I know he wants 
to get back to another committee, too. We will be glad to have you 
make a statement, Senator. 


STATEMENT OF HON. J. W. FULBRIGHT, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF ARKANSAS 


Senator Futsrient. Mr. Chairman, I wish to endorse Senate bill 
3864, and I would like to read, if I may, from a letter I have received 
from the president of the Arkansas Turkey Federation. 

I may say by way of introduction that Arkansas is deeply interested 
in this bill. We produced last year, I think, just under 3 million 
turkeys, a little over 214 million, and the turkey industry has long 
been an extremely important one in my State. 

As you know, we are also second in production of broilers in my 
State, and this turkey industry fits in and in a sense is complementary 
to that industry. 

I will just read a paragraph from Mr. Higgins’ letter. I don’t 
believe he is here, shkauh the executive secretary of the Arkansas 
Turkey Federation is here. 

Mr. Higgins says: 


This legislation, that is Senate bill 3846, has been approved unanimously in 
Arkansas by all segments of the turkey industry. Our reasons for unanimous 
support is that it allows the industry to attempt to work out its own problems 
without Government controls, supports, or subsidies. 

All of the growers and hatchery men will vote on the referendum should the 
enabling act pass. We feel this is in keeping with free enterprise and are satisfied 
with the election to be held under the supervision of the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture. Every segment of the turkey and poultry industry by open meetings and 
resolutions have endorsed this proposed enabling act, and we earnestly urge your 
support of this legislation. 


I wish to state my support of the legislation and I sincerely hope 
that this subcommittee will recommend this legislation to the Senate. 

Now, I would like to introduce Mr. Charles D. Hawks, who is the 
executive secretary of the Arkansas Turkey Federation, general man- 
ager of the Arkansas Poultry Federation, and a director of the 
National Turkey Federation. 

Mr. Hawks is an expert in this field, and I would be presumptuous 
to make his statement for him. I only wish to recommend him as an 
expert and a very fine gentleman who knows all about this industry, 
and to express my approval of his statement, and of this legislation. 

Mr. Hawks is here at the disposal of the chairman whenever you 
wish to call upon him. 
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Senator Jounston. We have two witnesses here who have to testify 
early in order that they can leave. 

Senator Futpricut. Mr. Hawks is not in that big a hurry, but I 
merely wanted to present him to you. 

Senator Jonnston. We certainly are glad to have you here, Senator 
Fulbright. 

Senator Futerienr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I hope you will 
get this legislation out. 

Senator JoHNston. That is one reason we are proceeding as rapidly 
as possible. 

Senator Futsricur. I would like very much to have it pass this ses- 
sion if possible. 

Senator Jounsron. That is right. I have a telegram from Mr. 
J.S. Edmunds and sons which says: 

Urge hearing on 8S. 3864. Important to turkey industry in South Carolina. 

I have another telegram here from Charles F. Risher, South Caro- 

lina Turkey Federation, York, S. C., which says: 
Appreciate your wire Tuesday and your help on 8. 3864. C. C. Hoffman, of 
Newberry; Archie Beattie, of Wisacky; and Harold Mayer, of Walterboro, will 
be there on July 10 and 11, representing South Carolina Turkey Federation and 
national federation and will enter into discussion. 

So they are urging this too and I am glad they are. 

I have also another te legram here. 

It is another one from Mr. Risher, or two from him, asking for 
immediate action. 

We do have to have immediate action in order to get something 
through. 

Senator Futsricut. Yes. 

Senator JouHnston. This is a Senate bill, and in order to get it 
through the Senate and get any consideration in the House this year 
we have got to act mighty fast. 

Senator Futsricur. We have to act very quickly, and I think this is 
very commendable. 

Senator Jounston. We have a letter here from Senator Strom 
Thurmond, asking to postpone it from the 13th to the 19th. He is 
doing this at the request of Mr. Waldo Huffman, of Newberry, S. C. 

If he wants to come on the 1 13th, he ean do so: but we have got. to 
rush as much as possible in order to get it through. That is what we 
are up against. 

Senator Futrrient. I cannot believe there will be serious opposi- 
tion but the mere mechanics of getting it through takes time, and I 
hope the committee will not delay the consideration. 

Senator Joxnsron. And the time it gets through and gets to the 
House—I don’t know what they are doing up there. 

I am informed they have held hearings. They could act too. That 
expedites it a little bit, of course. 

Senator Futsricut. Thank you, very much, Mr. Chairman. I hope 
the committee will act as promptly as possible. 

Senator Jonnston. We will get through just as quickly as we can, 
of course. You realize that time is of the essence right now in this 
particular legislation. 

As I said a few moments ago we have a couple of witnesses here who 
wish to testify as soon as possible, Mr. Gordon K, Zimmerman. 
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According to the schedule, Roy W. Lennartson, Deputy Admin- 
istrator, will testify first, and then he will give us the information 
concerning the bill. 


STATEMENT OF ROY W. LENNARTSON, DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR 
FOR MARKETING SERVICES, AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERV- 
ICE, UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Lennartson. Mr. Chairman, if you have some folks here who 
have to leave I will be most happy to—— 

Senator Jounston. We have a couple but I think it is all right to 
proceed with you, if it is all right with them. 

Do you approve of the bill? 

Mr. Lennartson. We have an open mind. 

Senator Jounsron. Do you have any amendments ? 

Mr. Lennartson. We have suggested changes which the committee 
as well as the industry might well consider. 

Senator Jounsron. All right. Proceed. 

Mr. Lennartson. Incidentally, I want to bring the apologies of 
Assistant Secretary Paarlberg, who desired to be at this hearing, Mr. 
Chairman, but was unable to do so, and also to reflect the fact that 
the Secretary’s Office is taking quite a deep interest in this legislation 
in view of its possible impact on the marketing order approach to some 
of these farm problems. 

Senator Jounston. Proceed. 

Mr. Lennartson. The Department of Agriculture is glad to have 
the opportunity to participate in this hearing concerning S. 3864, a 
bill to enable producers to provide a supply ‘of turkeys adequate to 
meet the needs of consumers, to maintain orderly marketing condi- 
tions, and to promote and expand the consumption of turkeys and 
turkey products. 

The Department of Agriculture has had extensive experience in 
administering marketing orders for various agricultural commodities. 
This experience has generally met with considerable success. All of 
these programs are carried out under the general authority of the 
Agricultural Marketing Agreement <Act of 1937, as amended, and 
cover such commodities as designated fruits and vegetables and fluid 
milk. 

There is no specified area which must be included under a marketing 
agreement or marketing order for fruits and vegetables, but the 
statute requires that any , marketing agreement or marketing order be 
limited to the smallest practicable area. 

Furthermore, the orders on fruits and vegetables have been designed 
to establish and maintain such orderly marketing conditions as will 
establish farmers’ prices at parity levels by prescribed methods of 
regulating marketings, i. e., volume, quality, et cetera, as well as 
prov iding for an orderly flow of marketings throughout the normal 
marketing season. 

The fluid milk orders require that dairy farmers regularly supply- 
ing the market be paid not less than certain minimum prices estab- 
lished in accordance with the w ay or form in which the milk is sold. 

The marketing area under Federal milk orders is clearly defined. 


28497—58——2 
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We have outlined some of the types of marketing orders now ad- 
ministered by the Department in order to point out that currently 
the marketing order programs are not national in scope and to provide 
additional background. 

We in the Department have worked with the turkey people over a 
period of years in many ways. We recognize that S. 3864 represents 
the culmination of possibly as long as 5 years of effort of the turkey 
industry across the Nation. The legislation represents many, many 
hours of sincere and diligent thought and effort. The Department 
commends turkey producers for their genuine attempt to develop a 
self-help program. 

Although there are some features of this legislation which we 
believe need careful study and consideration, we recognize that it has 
certain favorable features. We are pleased that the industry’s pro- 
posal does not include authority either to establish individual pro- 
ducer or geopraphical quotas, nor authority for minimum price guar- 
anties. 

We are pleased also to note that the general approach suggested by 
the turkey industry is one of “market development and stabilization.” 

In general, the provisions of the bill have as their objective the 
creation of an economic climate that would encourage producers to 
make decisions and take actions that would help bring production 
into balance with demand at reasonable prices, and thereby to accom- 
plish greater stability in the turkey market. 

In general, the bill authorizes marketing orders containing one or 
more of the following provisions. 

(a) That producers of breeder hens register their breeds and be 
issued an official band for each ; 

(6) The payment of a “market development and stabilization fee” 
with respect to breeder hens, turkey eggs or poults, and market turkeys 
maintained or produced for, or marketed in, interstate commerce ; 

(c) The purchase of or payments for diverting breeder hens, eggs, 
poults, or market turkeys, with funds collected ; and 

(d) The establishment and financing of— 

* * * research (including disease control), promotion and market development 


programs designed to assist, improve, or promote the marketing, distribution, or 
consumption of turkeys or turkey products * * * 


The stated purpose of the bill is— 


to encourage * * * producers of breeder hens, hatching eggs, and market tur- 
keys, through marketing orders * * * to establish and contribute to the support 
of: 

(1) Programs to provide * * * such supply and orderly flow of turkeys in 
commerce * * * as will avoid unreasonable fluctuations in supplies and 
price * * * , and (2) research (including disease control), promotion, and 
market-development programs to expand the consumption of * * * turkeys and 
turkey products. 


As is the case with the Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act of 
1937, this bill provides for the issuance of “marketing orders” after 
due notice, hearings, and producer approval in a referendum by 
producers of market turkeys and other “producers” affected. Any 
“marketing order” issued would provide a method for the selection 
of a marketing board to administer the order. 
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The marketing board would be composed of representatives of 
various groups of producers of market turkeys, breeder hens, hatch- 
ing eggs, and poults. 

The members would be appointed by the Secretary of Agriculture 
from nominations made by producers. No action by the board would 
become effective unless a majority of the members representing the 
class of producers affected approved the measure. The board would 
have powers as defined in the marketing orders which would include: 

(1) Administration of the order; 

(2) Employment of necessary personnel ; 

(3) Authority to contract for the services of others (such as re- 
moval or diversion of surplus, research, and promotion) ; 

(4) The power to recommend to the Secretary rules and regula- 
tions to effectuate the terms and provisions of orders and to recom- 
mend amendments to orders or the suspension or termination of 
orders; 

(5) The authority to receive, investigate, and report to the Secre- 
tary complaints of violations of orders; and 

(6) The power to collect fees and make payments from the moneys 
collected. 

To become effective, a marketing order would require at least a 
majority vote, through referendum procedures, favoring the proposals 
in the order. 

No order could go into effect unless a majority of the producers 
of market turkeys voting were in favor of it, and unless a majority 
of the producers in the segment of the industry to be affected by 
such an order also favored it. 

Consideration is to be given to both volume of product represented 
by those voting and to the number voting. 

Consumers would be safeguarded through a provision in the bill 
which would require that the Secretary suspend the operation of 
the provisions of any order which authorized the expenditure of 
funds for purchasing or diverting market turkeys whenever the 
average price of market turkeys to producers equals or exceeds the 
parity price and the Secretary determines that the average price for 
the marketing season will exceed the parity price. 

Further, no funds could be used to reduce the supply of breeder 
hens, hatching eggs, or poults whenever the Secretary determines 
that the average price for the marketing season will exceed parity 
price. 

Further, no funds could be used to reduce the supply of breeder 
hens, hatching eggs or poults whenever the Secretary determines that 
the average price of market turkeys will exceed parity for the ensuing 
marketing season. 

Although we commend the general objectives of the bill, we, at the 
same time, have some serious questions as to the effectiveness of some 
of its proposals as well as the administrative problems which would 
be involved. Because of our concern about certain features of the 
bill, we suggest that several questions need careful review. 

First, the fund-raising programs, provided by this bill, to obtain 
research and promotion moneys. Although we strongly favor and 
support the promotional efforts of agricultural commodity groups, 
we question whether it is desirable for the Federal Government 
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through marketing orders or otherwise to use its power to require 
people to pay for “such activities , or for the Federal Government to 
serve as a collection agency for commodity groups to secure funds for 
such purposes. 

Laws to authorize fund-raising programs for research and pro- 
motion have been under consideration for other commodities. How- 
ever, in other instances the proposed laws do not provide for a refer- 
endum, while ‘1 this legislation those that would be affected would 
have an opportunity to “vote through a referendum procedure. 

This referendum procedure w ould distinguish the fund-raising pro- 
vision of S. 3864 from most other similar proposed legislation and 
from the so-called checkoff programs. 

Second, with respect to research, we recognize that limitations of 
funds may from time to time not support as extensive research under- 
takings as desired by certain commodity groups. However, to estab- 
lish a principle whereby commodity groups can use marketing-order 
authorities to acquire funds for this purpose needs careful review. 

Consideration must also be given to the type of research which 
might be undertaken with such funds, and to the coordination of re- 
search proposals with work planned or underway in the various other 
research agencies. 

Third, reference is made in the declaration-of-policy statement re- 
garding parity prices as defined by the Agricultural Adjustment Act 
of 1938, as amended. 

Since this bill does not provide for programs to support turkey 
prices at some level related to parity, we would suggest some modi- 
fication of this language. 

In this connection we think there might be general agreement among 
turkey producers that the upper limit of the price objective should 
be such as to permit continued growth in the turkey industry. 

Maintaining prices at too high a level might very well impede con- 
sumption or stimulate production to the point where more and more 
poults or breeders would have to be taken off the market and the 
program thereby might break down. 

In addition, there are several other administrative and legal ques- 
tions which we feel need attention, including: 

(1) The fact that the bill, as written, would impose fees upon 
certain producers who would be denied the right to vote. We recom- 
mend this be corrected by changing the word “persons” to “pro- 
ducers” where it appears in the section dealing with “terms”; 

(2) The apparent lack of standards for and authority of the 
Secretary over fees and payments, budgets, and audit control should 
be corrected by providing such standards and authority specifically 
in the legislation ; and 

(3) The authority to make board appointments as contained in 
this bill should be reconsidered. 

We recognize that the turkey industry is desirous of limiting board 
membership to turkey producers. We feel, however, that this bill 
should provide authority for the Secretary to appoint board members 
to represent allied industries and the public generally without the 
requirements of receiving recommendations from nominations from 
turkey producers. The number of such members should be, of course, 
a minority which might well be defined by the bill. 











NATIONAL TURKEY MARKETING ACT 15 


(4) We suggest that the bill state more clearly standards for the 
fees to be collected under the authority of the bill and the require- 
ment for their use in carrying out authorized programs. 

We recognize and suggest that the committee consider carefully the 
fact that the proposal to impose fees upon an industry to be used for 
stabilization purposes as authorized by this bill is not based upon 
precedents proved out by practical sein tisetieds. 

We suggest that the committee also give this serious consideration 
in the light of authorities of the Department of Agriculture under 
section 32 for stabilization activities. 

Under other marketing order programs, funds are collected only to 
finance the administration of the order and to finance fact gathering 
and limited research programs designed to assist in the administration 
of the program. 

Because of the complex nature of the problems involved in the pro- 
grams suggested by this bill, and the fact that, it represents a new 
departure from past experiences, we strongly recommend that careful 
consideration and sufficient time be taken to provide satisfactory an- 
swers to the questions we have raised and perhaps others that might 
occur. 

We suggest also that since this proposed legislation can affect every 
segment of the turkey industry, that ample time be taken and oppor- 
tunities provided to get the views of all groups concerned. 

If such legislation is to succeed in the accomplishment of its objec- 
tives, it must be carefully developed and judgments sought out and 
obtained. 

The proposals for programs within the turkey industry authorized 
by this bill were reviewed with the National Agricultural Advisory 
Commission. This Advisory Commission has continuously favored 
marketing order programs. 

In connection with this review the Commission recommended that 
the Department give this proposal continuing study. A group in the 
Department will be active in this regard. The Department will be 
glad to assist this committee, Mr. Chairman, and the turkey industry 
in the continuing study of the proposed legislation of this kind. 

Thank you. 

Senator Jounsron. Is there any further statement that you could 
like to make? 

Mr. Lennartson. No, I have no further comments, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Jonnston. Speaking of the board, how would you sug- 
gest that the board be made up? 

Mr. Lennartson. Well, I would like to answer your query in this 
way: What we would like to do, Mr. Chairman, is to have an oppor- 
tunity to sit down with representatives of the turkey industry who 
are interested in this legislation, to go over all of those features so 
that we clearly understand and they clearly understand and develop 
a sound program in this respect. 

At this point I do not think the Department is in a position to say 
what the committee’s composition should be. 

We would like very much to visit with the leaders of the industry 
in this respect, as well as on many of the questions we have raised 
here. 

Senator Jounston. Are there any questions you have, Senator? 
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Senator Arken. Has there been a request to be heard from oppo- 
sition to the bill? 

The reason I ask is that I recently had communications from Ten- 
nessee and Kansas turkey growers opposing it, and I was just won- 
dering if some of them were appearing. 

Senator Jounston. I don’t know either. But we have some wit- 
nesses that will be heard tomorrow. There are six here from several 
different States. It could be that these are people who think some 
features of the bill should be changed. 

I do not know that they disapprove of all of the legislation. 

If there are no other questions, and you have no further statement, 
we certainly appreciate your coming before us. 

Mr. Lennartson. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Jounston. The next witness who testifies will be Peter 
Crafts, president of the National Turkey Federation, of New Hamp- 
shire. 

I would like to state that Senator Cotton sent word that he re- 
gretted very much that he could not be with us at this time to intro- 
duce Mr. Crafts, and listen to his testimony, but that he had to attend 
another hearing. 

Mr. Crafts, you may identify yourself fully for the record and 
proceed. 


STATEMENTS OF PETER CRAFTS, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL TURKEY 
FEDERATION, GRASMERE, N. H.; AND M. C. SMALL, EXECUTIVE 
SECRETARY, NATIONAL TURKEY FEDERATION, MOUNT MORRIS, 
ILL. 


Mr. Crarts. Mr. Chairman, my name is Peter Crafts. I am a 
farmer and turkey producer from Grasmere, N. H. 

I am president of the National Turkey Federation, which repre- 
sents the turkey producers of the United States. Directors from each 
of our turkey-producing States are represented on our board of 
directors. 

The National Turkey Federation was organized in 1939. In the 
19 years since that time, our association has grown into the largest 
poultry industry organization in the Nation, in fact, in the world. 

Our members, totaling about 10,000, are from all the 48 States. 
It is estimated this membership comprises the producers of 80 to 
90 percent of the turkeys grown in this country. 

Jur governing body consists of a board of directors representing all 
States in proportion to the number of turkeys raised. 

Each State has a turkey organization which is affiliated with the 
National Turkey Federation. Our organization is unique in that it 
has such a wide representation. 

Members work together in developing those things which are in 
the best interests of the industry. There is no other nationwide or- 
ganization of the turkey industry. Therefore, the National Turkey 
Federation is in a position to speak authoritatively for the industry. 

Ours is a rapidly growing industry. During the past decade pro- 
duction has more than doubled. Consumption has increased from 
around 214 pounds to about 6 pounds per capita. 
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Production in 1957 was about 80 million birds. The turkeys are 
marketed throughout the United States and in foreign countries. 
Any turkeys which do not directly move in commerce directly affect 
the markets for and prices of turkey products in interstate commerce. 

The turkey industry has been characterized by great fluctuations 
in supplies and prices from year to year. At some periods production 
is relatively low, which results in high prices to consumers. In fol- 
lowing periods, production has pacts to the point where supplies 
are in excess of market needs and returns to producers are not enough 
to cover production costs. 

Senator Jounston. May I interrupt you for just a moment ? 

I notice we have many witnesses here. If the witnesses will glance 
over their papers and have ready the most pertinent parts, the re- 
mainder could be submitted for the record. This might save some 
time and all the witnesses could be heard. 

Otherwise, I do not know whether we are going to be able to hear 
everyone. 

Mr. Crarts. With your permission, sir 

Senator JoHNsTon. You see my point ? 

Mr. Crarts. Yes, sir. This is the major presentation for the 
federation. 

Senator Jonnston. I understand that. But I would be glad if 
they all would do as I said in order that we can expedite it as much 
as possible. 


Proceed. 

Mr. Crarrs. These wide fluctuations in supplies and prices of 
turkeys are bad both from the standpoint of consumers and producers. 
Anything that would stabilize this cycle to some degree would pro- 
vide a more dependable year-round supply for consumers and tend to 
assure producers of a reasonable return for their turkeys. 

The National Turkey Federation strongly believes in a free econ- 
omy for the turkey industry. Weare and have been opposed to direct 
price supports and production controls of the type that has been 
used on many agricultural commodities. 

The turkey industry is an expanding type of industry. We do not 
believe that direct controls would operate effectively on turkeys but 
are of the opinion that such controls would be in the long run detri- 
mental to the best interests of the turkey industry. 

In this free-enterprise type of agricultural industry which we have 
in turkeys, temporary surpluses and market gluts tend to occur periodi- 
cally. 

In the past, the only method that we have had to cope with such 
situations has been a resort to section 32 type programs, in which the 
Department of Agriculture with Federal funds purchases supplies of 
market turkeys for school lunch, institutional, and other similar uses. 

In recent years when the turkey industry has sought the assistance 
of the Department of Agriculture under section 32, the Secretary has 
rejected such requests and suggested that the turkey industry should 
attempt to develop a program of self-help designed to meet the 
problem. 

For several years now the turkey industry has endeavored to develop 
a program which would best fit its needs. 

As a result of this study and effort, we have developed the pro- 
gram presented in Senate bill 3864, by Senator Humphrey, for him- 
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self and for Senators Thye, Magnuson, Yarborough, Jackson, Neu- 
berger, Morse, and Symington. 

The proposal embodied in these bills has been widely discussed in 
our industry. Preliminary drafts of the proposal were submitted to 
each of the State organizations. After receiving the suggestions and 
views of the various State organizations, the measure was revised. 

Copies of the revised measure were resubmitted to the States. The 
measure was thoroughly discussed at our annual meeting held in St. 
Louis, Mo., on January 6 of this year. At our annual meeting each of 
the States is represented in proportion to the number of turkeys 
grown. Members voted by an overwhelming majority in favor of the 
proposal. 

he directors present at the board of directors’ meeting and voting 
favorably on this proposal represented the growers of some 90 percent 
of the turkeys produced in the Nation. Those present and voting 
unfavorably represented only 5 percent of the Nation’s production. 
The other 5 percent were not represented at the meeting. 

We believe that with this high percentage of the Nation’s turkey 
farmers behind us we are in a position to speak for what they want. 

In order to demonstrate to you that we have this support, we have 
invited representatives of several of our leading turkey States to 
be present at this hearing and to give brief supporting testimony. 
Representatives from other States were unable to be present. 

We have here representatives from States producing nearly two- 
thirds of the Nation’s turkeys. These people are either presidents of 
their State turkey organization or are other officers authorized to 
speak for their associations. 

In attendance today are Robert McPherrin, California; Kenneth 
Anderson, Minnesota; W. T. Guerts, Oregon; Archie Beattie, Charles 
Risher, and Charles Hawks, Arkansas; J. M. Morrow, Missouri; A. H. 
Trask, Wisconsin; J. Arza Adams, Utah; J. H. Tidwell, Texas; Ger- 
ald Bonnett, Illinois; Lloyd Bevans, Nebraska; and Jack Groves, 
West Virginia. 

We believe that the program that has been charted will afford a 
practical means to solve our industry’s marketing problems. It is 
designed to meet the suggestion of the Secretary of Agriculture that 
our industry develop a self-help program in an effort to meet its prob- 
lems. 

The program provides a three-pronged attack directed to the prob- 
lems of temporary surpluses, research, and market development. It 
does not embody any direct production or marketing controls restrict- 
ing the volume which may be produced or marketed by any producer. 
It attacks the recurring problem of temporary surpluses and mar- 
ket gluts by providing a means whereby such temporary surpluses 
may be avoided, diverted, or removed from the market. 

It provides funds for research to improve market techniques and 
marketability of our product, and it provides a means of increasing 
consumption and developing new and expanded markets. 

Although the approach is somewhat different than has been utilized 
in the past with respect to other commodities in that it does not restrict 
production or the volume which may be marketed, it does employ proce- 
dures which have been used for many years under the Agricultural 
Marketing Agreements Act of 1937. 
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In connection with this legislation, it should be emphasized that it 
is purely enabling legislation and that no action program can be put 
into operation w ithout hearings and a referendum on a proposed mar- 
keting order to be voted on by producers of turkey hatching eggs, 
turkey poults, and market turkeys. Producers will also have the 
privilege of voting out of existence any order which may not have 
worked ; satisfactorily. 

Senator Jonnston. Will they vote it out nationally or by States? 

Mr. Crarts. Nationally, sir. 

Senator Jounston. Good. Proceed. 

Mr. Crarts. Before any program can be put into operation pro- 
ducers will have to formulate a proposed order and submit it to the 
Secretary of Agriculture. If he finds the proposal in accord with the 
objectives of the act he will hold public hearings on the measure 
throughout the turkey-producing areas. 

On the basis of these hearings the Secretary may make such revi- 
sions in the proposed order as appear to be warranted. The measure 
will then be submitted to a referendum. It will require the approval 
of 65 percent by number of producers and 51 percent of the volume 
produced by producers voting in the referendum, or vice versa. 

It should be further emphasized that no one of the three producer 
groups can vote a program into effect on another group without the 
required approval of the affected group. 

For example, if a referendum were conducted to establish a stabiliza- 
tion fee on producers of hatching eggs, it would require a favorable 
vote of the required percentage of the producers of turkey hatching 
eggs as well as of the producers of market turkeys. 

Any order promulgated under the act will be administered by a 
marketing board comprised of producers appointed by the Secretary 
from nominations made by producers in the different producing 
regions. 

Because of the size, organization, and other peculiarities of the 
turkey industry which, we believe, make it somewhat different from 
other farm-commodity-producing industries, the turkey industry lends 
itself to the development of the rather simple and effective stabiliza- 
tion procedures in the proposed bills. 

This program proposes that funds be raised on an equitable basis 
from producers and these funds be used for stabilization purposes. 
Stabilization could be accomplished in a number of different ways: 

1. The size of our annual turkey crop is closely related to the num- 
ber of breeder turkey hens held over for hatching-egg production. In 
recent years the Department of Agriculture has developed such excel- 
lent statistics that it is well known by the first of each year how many 
turkeys are being kept for hatching-egg production and the probable 
size of the market crop to be produced : and marketed. 

If in any given year the elected producers on the administering 
board and the Sec retary of Agriculture should determine that the 
supply in the market will be in excess of normal market needs, the 
surplus breeder hens might be drained off by means of purchase 
through the proposed program. Either direct purchase might be made 
or an incentive payment might be offered to encourage early marketing 
of breeder hens. Sales would be entirely voluntary, and the increased 
sales made would result from the incentives offered. 
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2. Another approach might be through the purchase of surplus 
hatching eggs and diversion into other channels. Here again sales 
would be entirely on a voluntary basis, with increased sales depending 
upon incentives offered. 

3. Still another approach might be to purchase market turkeys. 
Birds so purchased might be handled in any number of ways. They 
might be held off the market temporarily and returned to the market 
as the supply situation improved. They might be given away through 
any number of programs. They might canned for diversion 
through any number of possible channels. They might be exported 
through the rapidly developing program for ain of our turkeys in 
foreign nations. 

4. The proposed plan also includes authority for use of funds for 
research and market development. 

It is obvious that much more research could be conducted to develop 
new market outlets for turkeys. 

We believe that market development work is essential in any well- 
rounded program of stabilization. We feel the program should be 
flexible and provide for any procedures that will work toward pro- 
viding for orderly marketing of turkeys and constantly expanding 
markets for turkeys. 

Each of the suggested procedures may be useful in accomplishing 
the objective of stabilization. Under some circumstances a combi- 
nation of these procedures may be indicated as being the most effective, 
with procedures varying from time to time to best meet immediate sit- 
uations. 

Details for the operation of any program would have to be worked 
out in the marketing order itself. 

We recognize that the proposed measure will not solve all the 
problems of the turkey industry, nor is it designed to do so. We do, 
however, believe that it will provide the turkey industry with an ef- 
fective means of combating some of its more serious problems and 
will permit the industry to continue to grow and expand to meet the 
needs of consumers in an orderly manner. 

There is one provision in the bill which probably needs revision. 
Under section 4 (d) appearing on page 4 of the bill under the heading, 
“Terms,” the order would apparently apply to every person registering 
and marketing breeder hens, hatching eggs, poults, or market turkeys. 

This section should probably be revised to incorporate the word 
“producer” in order to give full effect to the definition of “producer” 
as it appears on page 19. 

Under the term “producer” as it is defined it would exempt pro- 
ducers having less than the number of breeder hens, hatching eggs, or 
market turkeys specified in the definition. 

(The document referred to is as follows :) 
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Turkeys—Number raised on farms, 1957 


State: Total, all breeds | State—Continued Total, all breeds 
DA Si iinconnccitiaaaes 286, 000 New Hampshire___—__ 129, 000 
BEE 8 nn nce eae 109, 000 New Jersey___...._-_- 222, 000 
METI sssciciiniiacnernoonith 2, 472, 000 New Mexico_._.-.__-_ 74, 000 
COTA OR MIG iin cscs 14, 539, 000 I ii alata 739, 000 
Connecticut_._.....-.. 273, 000 North Carolina.__.____ 1, 800, 000 
OSORIO 5 cistttcismcceeaseitiins 1, 219, 000 North Dakota_....____ 630, 000 
Delaware... ...2-4..- 647, 000 Ceti cale te becines dea 3, 003, 000 
W1OG So Satine 281, 000 CI i tacistgnesscntincsiecbits 883, 000 
aa aee le 342, 000 CTR ii cick asi 1, 457, 000 
po EE ae reeves 235, 000 Pennsylvania_____.___ 1, 817, 000 
UN ccnstiniicicpiuahieansteeesens 1, 272, 000 Rhode Island__..____ 41, 000 
ROI cin aitesncteaameiee 2, 588, 000 South Carolina__._-__ 1, 180, 000 
ROW eit on cxticatindinseead 6, 300, 000 South Dakota_.____.__ 610, 000 
I id ccc ctiti dicen 878, 000 Tennessee_____ 5 a oceuiiiniel 197, 000 
Memtueky nc ncuss 315, 000 SE stoviesitsIeinsnecanitiedolies 4, 724, 000 
DAO ck wie aici Ses 83, 000 Be cscetpuaccmeunngmsiaaes 2, 717, 000 
in a a 133, 000 Wi xccctancicnccasn 114, 000 
TITRE sz niin 464, 000 0 ee 6, 792, 000 
Massachusetts_____--- 565, 000 Washington___._______ 691, 000 
ia eae 1, 263, 000 West Virginia__...___ 1, 664, 000 
po 9, 847, 000 Pi ccrcetictaciceates 2, 746, 000 
FIN 6 crtidinemrecss 183, 000 TO I iaisnenven besonmrestdins 8, 000 
MN ee i aoc ctncsnee 3, 039, 000 at 
BRORNNAL Sn wa ks eee 53, 000 Total in United 
TURIN ick cscs ictlcactate 926, 000 NII sis ncetrertenianictads 80, 557, 000 
WOvGGO=. « wicnccerkindnd 7, 000 


Source: U. S. Department of Agriculture. 


Senator Jounston. Have you finished ? 

Mr. Crarts Yes, sir. 

Senator Jounsron. Are there any questions? 

Senator Arken. How closely does this correspond to the milk-mar- 
keting orders which are issued under the Marketing Agreement Act? 

Not very closely, does it ? 

Mr. Crarts. No, sir. 

Senator Arken. You propose, for instance, that in the case of sur- 
plus turkeys your organization would take steps to remove them from 
the market ? 

Mr. Crarts. That is right, sir. 

Senator Arken. I just received a letter a few moments ago from 
the Kansas Turkey Growers in which they set forth their objections. 

Are you familiar with them ? 

Mr. Crarts. Yes, sir. 

Senator Arxen. I think probably this letter should go into the rec- 
ord of the hearings, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Jounston. Without objection, it will be inserted at this 
point. 

(The letter is as follows :) 


THE KANSAS TURKEY FEDERATION, 
MANHATTAN, KAns., July 8, 1958. 
Hon. GreorGe D. AIKEN, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR AIKEN: The board of directors of the Kansas Turkey Federa- 
tion and interested parties met on April 12, 1958, and again on June 4, 1958, in 
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Manhattan, Kans., for the purpose of discussing the proposed National Turkey 
Enabling Act. Other interested parties without a vote included growers, turkey 
hatcherymen, Kansas State College Extension, allied industrymen, Kansas Farm 
Bureau, and Kansas State Board of Agriculture. 
The Kansas Turkey Federation represents 500 turkey growers and these 500 
growers represent 90 percent of the turkey production in the State of Kansas. 
Enclosed is a copy of the action taken by the board of directors in regard to 
the proposed Turkey Enabling Act. 
It is the sincere desire of the board of directors of Kansas Turkey Federation 
that you give utmost consideration to opposing Senate bill No. S. 3864. 
Sincerely yours, 
Harry J. REED, 
Executive Secretary. 


The board of directors of the Kansas Turkey Federation and interested parties 
met on April 12, 1958, at Manhattan, Kans., for the purpose of discussing the 
proposed National Turkey Enabling Act. (Other interested parties without a 
vote included growers, turkey hatcherymen, Kansas State College Extension, 
allied industrymen, Kansas Farm Bureau, and Kansas State Board of 
Agriculture. ) 

It is the opinion of the board of directors to set forth the facts, insofar as they 
are able to find them. The board of directors are in favor of turkey research, 
promotional work, merchandising, and marketing development as it now stands, 
with emphasis on 100-percent cooperation by all the turkey industry, and, there- 
fore, we must permit growers to choose what to produce, how much to produce, 
and by whom it shall be produced. 

The directors of the Kansas Turkey Federation go on record against the pro- 
posed enabling act for the following reasons— 

1. We have no cost figures for the administration of the act. The potential 
cost quite possibly could be too high to allow moneys left over for promotion work 
and purchases of surplus. 

2. We have no assurance that funds raised from a marketing order stemming 
from the enabling act will be provided to the National Turkey Federation for 
promotional work. 

3. We have no assurance the State turkey federations would receive funds for 
State level promotion work. 

4. Segments of agriculture which have been saddled with controls (or market- 
ing orders) over the years are not dynamic and growing. 

5. It is not clear who will administer the marketing order stemming from the 
enabling act—the Department of Agriculture or the National Turkey Federation 
or turkey industry personnel. 

6. The Kansas turkey industry prefers to retain freedom of enterprise to admin- 
ister own affairs. 


Senator Arken. I noticed their first objection is that there are no 
cost figures for the administration of the act. 

Potential costs quite possibly could be too high to allow moneys left 
over for promotional work and the purchase of surplus. 

Have you made a study of that ? 

Mr. Crarts. We feel that that is not the case, sir. It would not be 
that great. 

Senator Arken. You do have cost figures for the administration of 
the act ? 

Mr. Crarts. No, sir; we do not. 

Senator Arken. Youhavenot? [Reading:] 


We have no assurance that funds raised from a marketing order stemming 
from the enabling act will be provided to the National Turkey Federation for 
promotional work. 

Was it contemplated that funds would be collected to provide organ- 
ization for promotional work, too? 

Mr. Crarts. It was our thought that this board of directors which 
would be set up would normally turn to the National Turkey Federa- 
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tion at times due to their past experience and present setup to admin- 
ister some of these funds. 

Senator Arxen. They also say “It is not clear who will administer 
the marketing order stemming Seca the enabling act, the Department 
of Agriculture or the National Turkey Federation or turkey industry 
personnel.” 

Mr. Crarrts. The turkey industry personnel in the form of this 
board of directors. 

Senator Arxen. It would not be the National Turkey Federation 
or the Department ? 

Mr. Crarrs. That is right, sir. 

Senator Arken. “We have no assurance the State turkey federations 
would receive funds for State level promotion work.” 

Do you contemplate that State promotion work would be in addi- 
tion to the Federal ? 

Mr. Crarts. That is right, sir. And that might be one of those de- 
tails to be worked out in the marketing order itself. 

Senator Jonnston. What do you figure the costs would be to the 
Federal Government ? 

Mr. Crarts. At the present time, sir, we do not have any basis on 
which to determine a figure of that type but it should not be excessive. 

Senator Jonnston. We would like to have for the record about 
what that would cost, if the Department has it, in the administration 
of this bill. 

Mr. Miller? 


STATEMENT OF H. I. MILLER, DIRECTOR, POULTRY DIVISION, 
AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE, UNITED STATES DEPART- 
MENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Mitxer. I do not believe we have given any thought to that and 
I think it would be hard to get a figure because it would depend in 
what direction it went. 

Now as I see it, if the program would be promotional as research 
activities, the assessments would be at one level, and the costs would 
be at one level. 

If it involves diverting breeder stock, and funds were collected for 
that purpose, of course you would have another level. 

I think these kinds of things would be very changeable as the order 
provisions change. 

Senator Arken. What was the total farm value of the turkey crop 
last year ? 

Mr. Miter. Well, there were 80 million head grown. 

I do not have the official figure on the value but it would be approxi- 
mately $350 million. 

Senator AIKEN. $350 million ? 

Have you any idea what the cost of administering the program would 
be percentagewise ? 

Mr. Miter. I do not think we have any way of estimating, Senator 
Aiken. 

Senator Arken. Three percent, two percent, one percent. 

Mr. Miter. Well, 1 percent would be $314 million. 

Senator Arken. Three and a half million dollars? 
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That would not allow much for promotional work ? 

Mr. Miter. It would allow for promotion but not allow much for 
diversion. If we run into diversion, it would cost considerable money. 

We have had considerable experience in marketing turkeys. 

In 1952, I believe, it was $20 million, and last year, or in 1956, I 
believe it ran some $15 million. 

These are rough figures. 

Senator Arken. Are turkeys eligible under the present Marketing 
Agreement Act? 

Mr. Minter. They are not included in the act. 

Senator ArKEN. I see. 

Are they eligible under any State laws, like California, for instance? 

Mr. Mitter. Well, California, I think, I am not sure of all the 
States but a gentleman from California is here, and he probably will 
bring it out. 

Senator Arxen. California is the largest producer, I see. 

I think that is all. 

Senator Jounston. The Department could get some estimate of 
costs. They certainly will be asking that. 

Senator Arxen. I think so. Because somebody is going to ask us 
questions. 

Senator Jonnston. They will ask us questions on the floor, and we 
must have the information available. 

Senator Arken. I had another letter from Tennessee, something 
like the one from Kansas on this. 

You are probably familiar with it. 

Mr. Crarts. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jounstron. Would it be possible for you to work up a cost 
estimate ? 

Mr. Crarts. Yes, sir. We think, sir, except from some adminis- 
trative costs to the Government, on their supervision over that we 
have got pretty much of a self-containing program here. 

Senator Jonnston. Well, that is what we want to know. There 
will be all kinds of questions coming up on the Senate floor, and we 
have to have some information along that line in order to be able to 
answer their questions. 

Mr. Crarrs We feel one of the strong points of the bill is practically 
no Federal funds would be required other than the supervision of the 
Departaent of Agriculture. 

Senator Jounston. We would like to know how much the super- 
vision would cost. 

Mr. Crarrs. That, of course, as Mr. Miller said, would depend 
upon the direction the program took. 

Mr. Miter. Might I comment here. I am not in the field where 
I am completely informed of the details of administering these mar- 
keting order programs, but generally below the Federal office which 
has general supervisory responsibilities, the marketing orders are 
self-supporting. 

Funds are collected from the industry, such as the citrus industry, 


and the administration of the entire program other than the mainte- 
nance of the’ Fruit and Vegetable ‘Division and ‘the administrative 
organization here, as I understand it, is completely self-supporting 
and I assume that was the intent here so any Government personnel 
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that might be involved in discharging the responsibility of the Secre- 
tary’s s Office below, let’s the division which administered it I 
assume would come from velibehine from the industry, so the public 
fund side of this I think would be—— 

Senator Jounston. Minimum ? 

Mr. Mitter. Very small. 

Senator Arken. In the case of the milk orders which I think are 
the most extensive of all of the marketing agreement orders, the 
producers are assessed enough to cover the costs of administration. 
They have a milk administrator for each Federal order in some 
cases, and 1 administrator will have 3 and 4 districts. 

Mr. Miter. I think they also maintain a service organization here. 

Senator Arken. That is true. 

Senator Munpr. Mr. Chairman, is that going to be done in the 
case of turkeys, too ? 

Senator Arken. I might also say that in the milk order the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture fixes a minimum price in that district but you 
have not contemplated fixing a minimum price for turkeys under this 
proposal. 

Senator Munpr. Mr. Chairman, is it contemplated in this pro- 
gram that all the expenses would be assumed by the vanier’ 8 growers? 

Mr. Crarts. Yes, sir. Other than the supervision by the Depart- 
ment. 

Senator Munpr. Other than the supervision in the Washington 
office or other than the supervision in the marketing area ? 

Mr. Crarts. It might extend to the marketing area, too. 

Senator Munpr. I think in line with what the chairman said we 
should know specifically in one way or another. 

We are not trying to influence your concept of the program but 
we cannot simply tell our colleagues on the Senate floor in the lan- 
guage of the preceding witnesses it is assumed to be this, but we 
have got to say this is the way it will be done, and if we are not 
prepared to say definitely now, I think you should put in the record 
whether or not you contemplate assuming all the charges outside of 
the Washington office, if not, what proportion of them so we can 
give a specific answer. 

I was wondering also whether you had any comments you would 
care to make on some of the questions raised by the Department in 
its analysis of the bill. 

For example, as to whether or not the board should include so- 
called representatives of the public rather than simply representatives 
of the turkey producers. 

Mr. Crarrs. Well, I do not think that there would be any great ob- 
jection if there were ’ members from allied industry, if they were kept 
in the minority. 

Senator Munpr. The feeling is that they would be kept in the 
minority. 

Mr. Crarts. Yes. 

The feeling of the growers was that this was their money. It was 
their business, and they should certainly have complete control over 
the expenditure of these funds. 

It is also recognized that we would have to have a committee of allied 
people in the selling of turkeys. 
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Senator Munpr. In the national livestock order they have rep- 
resentatives of the allied industries. 

In that connection, the Department also raises the customary ques- 
tion of having the language more specific as to the fees and the pay- 
ments, and so forth, and as one who has been trying to get through 
a red meat promotion bill for some time, we constantly run into that 
same problem, the same point, financial apparatus, the spending of the 
money, commingling, as it were, of the producers’ authority with the 
Government’s authority. 

You notice what was said on page 7 by Mr. Lennartson, when he 
said the apparent lack of standards for and authority of the Secre- 
tary over love and payments, budgets and audit controls shall be 
corrected by providing such standards and authority specifically. 

Have you in mind anything that you would like to say in connection 
with that suggestion by the Department? 

Mr. Crarrs. Well, a number of things that were brought out in 
that statement fall under the category of being developed in the 
marketing order which would follow, along the lines of fees and so 
forth, and so on. 

Of course the whole thing is subject to the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture from the veto standpoint anyhow. 

Senator Munpr. You would not want to delegate all the authority 
to the Secretary on fees, payments ? 

Mr. Crarts. Well, it would be a veto power there. 

The board of directors would be responsible and they would be 
backed up by referendum of the growers of the country on this. It is 
anticipated that when the marketing order is written at that time a 
maximum fee that could be imposed upon the grower would be spelled 
out in that marketing order so that the grower himself would not be 
voting on an unknown as far as fees are concerned. 

Senator Munor. Well, it seems to me that you have a built-in 
mechanism safeguarding against exorbitant fees by virtue of the 
fact that the growers have a referendum. 

Mr. Crarts. That is right, sir. 

Senator Munpr. If they get out of line they are not going to vote 
to come in to the program. 

Mr. Crarts. Well, I think this is one of the strong co of this 
bill in that nothing can be done without the consent of the growers of 
the country. 

Senator Munor. I think that is right, and there is a limit to the 
type of monitoring that the Federal Government has to give the 
average American in turkey producing or cattle producing. They 
are pretty intelligent people. If they decide a program 1s pretty 
good for them and vote it in they do not have to be chaperoned from 
on top as to whether the program is good. I would not think you 
would want to delegate too much of this definitive power to any Fed- 
eral agency. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Jounston. Any other questions? 

Senator Arxen. I would just like to say I think it is encouraging 
that the turkey growers have come up with an idea for handling their 
own problems. 

I also think, like other ideas that have been brought up, that prob- 
ably your proposal, as embodied in the bill, is subject to some refine- 
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ment before it will become law, but at least you have made a start in 
presenting an idea to this committee. 

Personally, I am in favor of using marketing agreements to the 
fullest extent in solving our agricultural problems. 

I think they have worked in the case of dairy products particularly 
well, and not only producers, but in many areas distributors would 
protest like everything, if they thought they were going to lose their 
marketing orders. So I just want to say it is encouraging to have you 
come up with a proposal even though the proposal may have to be 
refined quite materially before it ever becomes a working program. 

Senator Jonnston. Any other questions? 

We certainly thank you for coming before us. Please give us the 
information as to what would probably be the costs outside of what 
you are paying in. We would like to have this in the report. 

Senator Aiken. Yes. I notice this bill calls for a 65 percent vote. 

Now in other marketing agreements I think it is usually 6636. 
Maybe that is too high. It seems to me there should be some uni- 
formity in the percentage of farm vote required to put a program into 
effect. 

In the case of labor it is only a majority vote. But farmers have 
had to have two-thirds vote on the assumption that it would not be 
workable if over a third were opposed to it, and it would be very diffi- 
cult to enforce it. 

There may be other things in the bill, too. 

Mr. Smatu. I believe the language is the same as in the Agricul- 
tural Act as amended of 1937. Iam not sure of that. 

Senator ArkEN. Sixty-five percent ? 

Mr. Smauu. I am not sure of that. But I believe that is true. 

Senator ArkEN. You may be right. 

Mr. Smatu. I see somebody shaking his head at me so I guess I am 
not correct. 

Senator JoHnston. I believe it is two-thirds. 

Senator Arken. I think it is two-thirds mostly. 

Senator Jounston. I am not sure, but that is my recollection in 
all of them. 

Anyway we will check that. 

Senator Munpr. I would like to ask one question. 

How is the word “turkey producer” defined ? 

Mr. Crarts. It is in the bill. 

Senator Jonnston. I think you will find it in the bill. 

Mr. Crarts. It is in the bill. 

Senator Jounston. You will find the definitions there beginning 
on page 17, and it goes on through giving the definition of the various 
words. 

If you will notice on page 18 it gives the term “turkey” and “turkey 
market” and “breeder hens” and “poultry” and “hatching eggs” and 
“turkey products” and it goes right on through to marketing seasons, 
I believe they have—— 

Senator Munpr. I find it on page 19, Mr. Chairman. 

A producer is any person who produces more than 250 turkeys for market. 

Senator Jounson. It has all those definitions, about 214 pages of 
definitions. 
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Senator Munpr. It has a definition at the end of the bill instead of 
the front. 
Senator Jounston. They usually put it in front. 


Senator Arken. This proposal, as I understand it, is for a national 
program. 


Mr. Crarts. Yes, sir. 

Senator ArkEN. Suppose that two-thirds of the growers would not 
want to go into a national program but the turkey growers of Cali- 
fornia, or Minnesota, or an area of some size did want to go into one, 
should there not be some provision whereby they could organize a 
marketing agreement even though they were not able to put a national 
program into effect ? 

Mr. Crarts. Well, we feel that this thing, Senator, should be on a 

national basis, because we do not have the same conditions existing in 
our industry that do exist in other industries such as growing potatoes 
in different sections at different times of the year. 

We more or less raise our crops, as a whole, at the same time and 
all our products move into interstate commerce. 

Senator Arken. You want to market it at approximately the same 
time, the bulk of it ? 

Mr. Crarrs. Yes. It would be much more successful on a nation- 
wide basis. 

Senator Arken. That is my question. 

In case over a third of the growers did not want a national mar- 
keting program, should you preclude, we will say, Minnesota, Wis- 
consin, North and South Dakota, and lowa from setting out a pro- 
gram providing they could agree on it ? 

Senator Jounsron. Will only the National Turkey Federation be 
allowed to vote? 

Mr. Crarrs. No; all turkey producers of the country regardless of 
their affiliations. 

Senator Jounston. So anyone who grows turkeys can vote ? 

Mr. Crarts. That is right, sir. 

Senator Mu awe. Would your association have a list now of all 
fellows who raise 250 turkeys ? 

Mr. Crarts. We are not quite down that low. It is anticipated 
that in order to insure that we do have everyone that is qualified as a 
producer on record so that he may have the privilege of voting we 
will have to do some work on it through our country agents through- 
out the country to compile a list. 

Senator Aken. That is all. 

Senator Jonnsron. If we find it is two-thirds, you would not object 
to making it 6624 from 65, to have it go along with all the programs; 
would you ? 

Mr. Crarts. No, sir. Because we have got that balance in there of 
51 percent of the birds or vice versa so there is no chance for a certain 
segment to control all. 

Senator Jounsron. Control all? 

Mr. Crarrs. Where they should not. 

Senator Arken. You don’t provide that if owners of 51 percent of 
the birds are in favor of the order, the order goes into effect even 
though over a third of the growers object ; do you? 
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Mr. Crarts. It is the number of birds by volume in connection with 
the number of producers. 

Senator Arxen. That is right. 

You require both ¢ 

Mr. Crarts. Yes. 

Senator Jounsron. So you have a little limitation there that counts 
somehow ? 

Mr. Crarrs. Yes; another counteraction. 

Senator Jounston. Yes. 

If there are no other questions, we certainly thank you for coming 
before us. 

Mr. Crarts. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Jounston. I notice we have 2 witnesses, 1 of whom is Jack 
Groves, president of the West Virginia Turkey Federation, who wants 
to leave soon. If he will come around at this time, and if Mr. E. S. 
McConnell, Kentucky Turkey Federation, will come around and be 
handy, we won’t lose any time when we finish with Mr. Groves. 


Identify yourself, sir, for the record and you may proceed, Mr. 
Groves. 


STATEMENT OF JACK C. GROVES, WEST VIRGINIA REPRESENTA- 
TIVE ON THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS, NATIONAL TURKEY FED- 
ERATION, PETERSBURG, W. VA. 


Mr. Groves. My name is Jack C. Groves, from Petersburg, W. Va. 
I am a turkey producet er , hatcheryman, breeder, and general farmer. 

I am here as West Vi irginia’s representative on the board of di- 
rectors of the National Turkey Federation. 

West Virginia produces over a million and a half turkeys annually 
and is one of the most rapidly growing turkey States. 

We feel through experience, which, generally speaking, has not 
been too profitable dollarwise, that obviously our modern turkey 
industry and possible other segments of agriculture may need a new 
legislative approach to its economic problems. 

‘Prices received for our products in the past few years would cer- 
tainly verify this thinking. 

Our turkey industry is far flung, and production and marketing 
methods will possibly vary somewhat with geographic locations, 
although our finished product is identical. 

Therefore our basic problem is the same throughout the Nation, 
and with all turkey producers, and we realize that we cannot act for 
our best interests and feel the solution of our problems, as we see it, 
involves the development of a program whereby a grower-elected 
and controlled national executive board would have the authority and 
power to accomplish these ends. This would also be advantageous 
for consumers as well, assuring them a constantly increasing supply 
of our product at a reasonable and competitive price of one of the 
best meats to improve our Nation’s diet. 

Our proposed enabling act would provide for a marketing order 
or orders which, if favored by a sufficient majority of turkey pro- 
ducers, would in turn provide for this grower-elected and controlled 
governing board with authority to take action nec essary to bring 
about a better balance between supply and demand. 
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Our desired approach would be from the standpoint of self-help, 
using funds collected in the new program to remove surpluses, de- 
velop new market outlets, and divert our products to market channels 
that could utilize the supply advantageously. 

We in the State of West Virginia are aware that it is impossible 
to have a 100 percent prescription for all the problems of turkey 
people of our State—or the Nation, as far as that. is concerned—but 
we are in harmony with this enabling act and as the Nationa! Turkey 
Federation director representing the West Virginia turkey people, T 
wish to go on record as favoring this proposal. 

Gentlemen, we of the State of West Virginia appreciate your inter- 
est, ask your consider ation, and solicit your support of this bill to give 
stability to our industry. 

I thank you for this opportunity to appear before this committee. 

Senator Jonnston. Any questions? 

We certainly appreciate your coming before us, Mr. Groves. 

The next witness is Mr. E.S. McConnell, of Winchester, Ky. 


STATEMENT OF E. S. McCONNELL, KENTUCKY REPRESENTATIVE 
ON THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS, NATIONAL TURKEY FEDERATION, 
WINCHESTER, KY. 


Mr. McConne tw. I do not have a prepared or completely prepared 
statement, Mr. Chairman. 

I am going to make this as short as I possibly can, to cooperate with 
the limited amount of time. 

My remarks are largely going to be dedicated to the reason we 
have come to you, the desperate circumstance that the turkey industry 
finds itself in. 

Now, my name is E. S. McConnell, of Winchester, Ky. I am with 
the Browning Turkey Farms, Winchester, Ky. We are one of the 
largest integrated turkey operators in the country. We breed, we 
hatch, we sell baby turkeys to other people. We mix our own feeds, 
we process our turkeys. 

I am not boasting, but only trying to qualify myself as being know]- 
edgeable about the charges I am about to make in something that is 
terribly important to us. 

Our producing plant has the capacity of four carloads of frozen 
and eviscerated turkeys a day. So we are acquainted with the market- 
ing problems of this industry. 

We live with them every day. 

Now, this enabling act that is being proposed here is one attempt 
to cope with a problem that is unique to poultrymen. This is a good 
act. It is a tool we can use, but basically, gentlemen, our industry 
is dominated by large retail outlets. 

We are pawns in the hands of large chainstores. We no longer set 
our markets. They have been set by somebody else. And why? Be- 
cause the turkey, turkey meat is a peculiar product. 

We are getting into year-around production, but we are still, 
even though we are attempting to level it out, we have a seasonal 
market. 

A large percent, by far the larger majority of consumer-size turkeys 
move through consumer chainstores. 
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The chain purchases are done through terminal markets. 

Our product adapts itself for a loss-leader exploitation of the 
chains. The chains can refuse turkeys, no matter how low the price 
is, let an unsold storage stock to accumulate to weigh upon and depress 
the market. 

On receiving bids they can and do refuse any offer above an arbi- 
trary price they set themselves. 

Now, gentlemen, these are facts, and it is not exactly the normal 
testimony you might expect from one of these gentlemen, one of us 
who are going to appear and support this bill. 

Going back to the chains, these chainstores can play a waiting 
game as holidays approach, almost invariably the chains win their 
battle of nerves. 

The sellers have to sell; their creditors demand that. But the 
buyers do not have to buy. 

It is a matter of dividing and conquering us. 

Since it is the apparent intention in many cases for the chains to 
have turkeys as a loss leader, then it is natural that the industry 
supplies them at an unprofitable price. 

‘These things exist. We are the victims of it. 

Mass pure hases and perishable nature of our product give chains 
an advantage over independents in using poultry as a loss leader. 
Other lesser buyers watch the one big purchaser, price setter for the 
industry. 

Poultry has become the ideal football for the chains. They play 
one area against the other, one supplier against another. 

It is all legal but ruthlessly beating down the price to the lowest 
possible lev el, regardless of harm to our industry. 

Then they take this already unrealistically low-price item that 
they have bought and they proceed to sell it below their own cost. 
This, of course, is to attract store traffic and to stimulate sales of 
profitable items. 

This practice of the chainstores has eliminated thousands of small 
turkey growers who for years built up a retail market in their home. 

They cannot sell, they cannot produce and sell turkeys at prices that 
the local chains half a mile away is selling them for. 

That is what we are up against. 

Senator Jounston. How will this bill eliminate that ? 

Mr. McConnett. This bill—could I proceed ? 

Senator Jounsron. Yes. 

Mr. McConnetu. I do not want to take too much time. 

These are facts, and I hope it is of interest to the group to allow 
me to say it. 

Backing up my statements, gentlemen, here is the ad of a chainstore 
featuring turkeys at 29 cents a pound, 29 cents. These turkeys are 
advertised as Browning turkeys. We produce them. This comes 
from a newspaper dated April 2. We sold these turkeys through a 
broker, we sold them at 36 cents a pound and they sold them at 29, 

Incidentally, they limit it to one to a customer. If a man walked 
into a chainstore and bought a 22-pound turkey, it cost the chain in 
cost alone $1.54 for the privilege of selling that turkey plus the han- 
dling costs. That is the kind of abuse we are up against. 
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The turkey is recognized as a good meat buyer and can move in 
satisfactory volume if sold by chains in such as bakery and canned 
goods. 

The large chain influences the national buying price of turkeys as 
much as United States Steel sets the selling price of steel. Both have 
no relation to supply and demand but are strictly arbitrary admin- 
istered prices. 

The difference is United States Steel wants the price of steel high 
A. & P. or some of these other chains, many of them, want the price of 
turkey low. 

Three, here is what we are faced with in this crop. You gentleman 
spoke of urgency. This 1958 turkey crop is being cut 8 to 10 p»--ent. 
Twenty percent of this reduction is in early turkeys. Store i. . keys 
are down 16 million pounds, production costs are up 2 cents over 
last year, and while we people have been expecting in view of this 
cut good returns for turkeys, I predict that under chainstore domina- 
tion of the crop, of the market in 1958, that the growers might find 
just as disastrous a situation as we had in 1956 and 1957. 

Azra Adams, of Utah, testified before the House committee thar 
C. P. A. accounting showed that he paid $31,000 for the privilege of 
raising turkeys in 1957. I have got news for Azra. The way things 
are shaping up at the moment, his losses this year could well double 
those of 1957. 

Senator Jounston. How does this bill affect or keep the chain- 
stores from selling for less than they pay for? 

Mr. McConne tt. As such, frankly, gentlemen, I was going to ap- 
peal here later in my presentation for your consideration of this. 
The day is going to come, it is going to have to come, that there will 
have to be national congressional action to stop this abuse of loss 
leaders by the chains. 

Our industry is the principal victim. There are other industries 
that are the victims, too. 

Senator Symrneron. Excuse me. Do you take the rap in loss 
leaders? 

Mr. McConnett. The first man to take it is the man who is raising 
the turkeys. It used to be the independent lost his money 

Senator Symincron. When you say “loss leaders,” you have an 
ad 

Senator Jounston. They buy it for 36 cents and sell it for 29. 

Mr. McConnetx. We sold these turkeys, Senator Symington. We 
packed them 

Senator Symineton. I know, but what I am getting at is, how does 
the loss leader affect the producer ? 

Mr. McConnett. Because the chainstores, if they are going to lose 
6 cents a pound on the turkey, they are going to see to it that they 
don’t pay us a high enough price for us to pay us a profit, therefore 
the grower, the processor, the feed men, the hatchery man, they pro- 
duce all under pressure . 

We are the only industry, the poultry-meat industry is the only 
industry, that exists today ‘that is selling this product cheaper than 


it did in 1934 and 1936 in the middle of the depression ; those are the 
facts. 


Senator Jonnston. But the question is—— 
Mr. McConnetyt. What are we going to do about it? 
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Senator Jounston. This bill does not prevent a chainstore from 
selling any commodity cheaper than they pay for it. 

Mr. McConneti. You are certainly right there, Senator. They do 
not. I hope one of these days legislation will come and I hope this 
subcommittee interests itself in that. 

Senator Jounston. You see every day advertised different stores 
are selling things cheaper than they claim they paid for it in order 
to get people into the store. 

Drugstores very often do that and you see them running specials on 
this, that, and the other. 

Mr. McConne tt. It is a ridiculous situation. I have another ad- 
vertising grade A turkeys for 25 cents a pound. 

Now good dog food sells for more than 25 cents a pound. 

Senator Symineton. Mr. Chairman, I would like to pursue my point 
to get this cleared up. 

My understanding of a loss leader is that the retailer, in order to 
attract customers takes a loss. 

That is a typical merchandising play. 

Now how does he force you to take a reduced price also. 

Mr. McConnett. Senator, they have had us below the cost of pro- 
duction for 2 years. 

Senator Symrneron. If it is a loss leader, in normal merchandising, 
that loss is taken by the retailer. 

Mr. McConne.u. Normally it is but in the case of turkeys it is not. 

Senator Symineron. That is what I want to know. 

What do you have to prove that ? 

Mr. McConneui. Because they stand between us and our cus- 
tomers. They stand straddle the market. 

We can’t move our turkeys unless we go through them. 

Senator Symrneton. Do they say because we plan to sell this at 
29 cents and therefore you have to take such and such a price? 

Mr. McConneuu. No, sir; they do not say they do that. 

Of course, they are things you cannot prove. 

There are agreements in the deal but we have got to sell them. We 
cannot go to the independents; they can’t move our product. 

Senator Symrneron. I understand that but if they cut the price 
to you far enough it is not a loss leader since they would retail it at 
a profit ? 

Mr. McConnetu. You know we only wish they were satisfied to 
do it, but they buy it from us on the below cost of production and then 
take 5 or 6 cents a pound out of their own till and sell turkeys for dog- 
food prices. 

Senator Symrneron. Do they do that to get people into the store? 

Mr. McConne tu. Certainly. 

Senator Symrneton. So the loss-leader aspect is peculiar only to 
the retail store ? 

So far as you are concerned, loss leader or no loss leader, they are 
demanding a price from you below your costs? 

Mr. McConne tt. True. 

Senator Symrneron. That is what I was trying to develop. 

Mr. McConnetu. Our charge is the chainstores have a monopoly 
on purchasing. 
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Senator Arken. Mr. McConnell, your trouble with the chainstores 
falls on very sympathetic ears here. 

Mr. McConne ut. Yes, sir. 

Senator Arken. Because I can speak from experience on how they 
operate. I will use as an example red raspberries which I raise in 
considerable quantities. We will assume the price for red raspberries 
in all stores is 25 cents. 

One morning you go in the stores with your berries, and you find 
the chainstores have their placards up—red raspberries, 19 cents 
retail. 

They say “We can’t pay you but 16 cents this morning instead 
of 21 cents.” 

So you say “O. K. I will go to the other stores and get rid of them,” 
there because this particular chainstore does not have any. They just 
have them on their list but they actually don’t have any. 

You go to the other stores and they say “Oh, no, we can’t pay you 
but 16 cents because the chainstores are selling them for 19.” 
I think that is probably illegal practice and it may have been decided 
so but nevertheless that is the way they used to operate on me. 

Mr. McConneti. They have not changed, Senator. 

Senator Jonnsron. The chainstores do that in a great many in- 
stances. 

Here is sugar, 5 pounds for 39 cents, or 10 pounds for 78. One bag 
to the customer. Maxwell House coffee 69 cents. I paid a dollar and 
9 cents yesterday on sugar here in Washington but they are running 
a special on this to get them into the store. It is an item that they 
lose on. 

The same way with Maxwell House coffee at 69 cents. It sells 
around 95 cents a pound. 

Mr. McConnetu. The difference is this, Senator, the man to supply 
the coffee and the sugar made a profit. The turkey man who supplied 
the 29-cent turkeys is not making a profit. 

Senator Symrneton. Mr. Chairman, a gentleman from Missouri 
is here to testify for this bill. If you think you will go on this after- 
noon, I would like to be here to hear his testimony. 

Senator Jounston. I can’t be here myself. I don’t know who is 
going to hold the hearings. I have not checked that yet. 

Senator Arken. Mr. Chairman, I have just been handed a letter from 
the Sumter Chamber of Commerce, Inc., in South Carolina, strongly 
opposing the bill, and I will submit it to the committee. 

It is in your neck of the woods, and you probably know the people 
who wrote it. 

Senator Jounston. Yes. 

Mr. McConnetu. Gentlemen, I will hasten this. 

Our turkey crop is in the situation we have had in the past years. 
There is urgent need. There is only one safeguard that exists between 
us and disaster, and that is your school-surplus program. That is the 
only thing we have got, and that is the only thing that makes the chains 
pay a decent price. 

We have been told before if we will cut the crop and show some 
discipline in production we will get some aid. 

Senator ArkEN. You have not cut the crop ? 

Mr. McConnett. The crop has been cut 10 percent, by 120 million 
pounds. 
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Senator Arken. How close does that come to the goal set by the 
Department of Agriculture? 

Mr. McConneti. There has not been a definite goal, it has been 
vague. We have been told in the past we could not get ‘section 32 money. 

Senator Arken. Is it in general compliance with the Department’s 
recommendations ? 

Mr. McConne.t. They set no percentages. They give us no prom- 
ises they would. 

Senator Arken. If you have cut your production 10 to 8 percent 
it would entitle you to sympathetic consideration and give you section 
32 funds. 

Mr. McConne tt. If they do, I think it should be done right away. 

Senator Arken. { agree with you it should be done before the drop 
takes place. 

Mr. McConnett. That is right. 

The live costs are below the costs of production. 

Here we come to you with a self-help bill. The way we will hurt the 
chains on this thing is hold down production so the chains will not be 
able to have such a volume and beat us down. There is no use produc- 
ing turkeys unless we sell them at a profit. 

Senator ArkEN. One thing I might suggest about your provisions, 
whether this is the final bill or not, I presume it is not, because nobody 
else has brought in a bill that was the ultimate the first time it was 
brought in. I would suggest, though, that you have the provisions 
conform to the Marketing Agreement Act as closely as possible, be- 

rause that has been through the courts and the provisions have been 
found constitutional. 

You know there was a lot of trouble at first in 1936. 

Mr. McConne tt. Yes, sir. 

Senator Arxen. In 1936, I believe, or the spring of 1937, the final 
bill relating to milk m: arketing orders was passed, which was found 
completely constitutional in all1 respects. 

Mr. McConnetu. True. We will have to go along with it, and we 
will have to depend on governmental help to bail us out. We have cut 
our crop and we are still going to be pushed around, and we hope this 
bill will result in help for us. 

Senator Jounston. I offer for the record here a letter to Senator 
George D. Aiken from J. D. Dinkens, chairman of the legislative com- 
mittee of the Sumter (S. C.) Chamber of Commerce, for insertion in 
the record. 

(The letter is as follows :) 

CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, INC., 
Sumter, S.C. July 9, 1958. 


Hon. GreorGE D. AIKEN, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR AIKEN: We have just completed a study of the so-called 
National Turkey Marketing Act as proposed in S. 3864. 

We are very much opposed to the principles involved in this measure. We 
feel they are not in accordance with our constitution, nor are they fair to all 
those involved. By this we have reference to the principles that— 

1. The members of the industry would be required to support the promo- 
tion whether they agreed with the activity or not. 

2. Certain promotions could be sponsored to the benefit of the majority and 
detriment of the minority. Even then, the minority would be required to 
continue their support. 
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3. If adopted, this act would favor development of certain sections of the 
country and hurt other sections. 

We therefore ask your consideration of these facts and urge that you oppose 
this measure in your committee. Your thoughts and action on this matter will 
be appreciated. 

Sincerely yours, 
J. D. DINKINS, 
Chairman, Legislative Committee. 


Senator Jounston. Mr. Kenneth Anderson is next. 


STATEMENT OF KENNETH 0. ANDERSON, MINNESOTA TURKEY 
GROWERS ASSOCIATION, PERHAM, MINN. 


Mr. Anperson. Mr. Chairman and Senators—— 

Senator Jounston. Glad to have you. 

Identify yourself fully for the record. 

Mr. Anperson. My name is Kenneth O. Anderson, of Perham, 
Minn. 

I am the immediate past president of the Minnesota Turkey Grow- 
ers Association, and a director of the National Turkey Federation. 

First of all, I would like to give my sincere support to the state- 
ment set forth by President Peter Crafts. 

The Minnesota Turkey Growers Association is one of the largest, 
if not the largest, in the United States. Minnesota produces a little 
better than 12 percent of the total crop of turkeys in the United 
States, so we represent quite a sizable segment of this industry. 

I am a grower, a hatcheryman, a director on the cooperative turkey 
processing association, and since this bill has been promoted, 1 have 
personally contacted many of the growers in the State of Minnesota, 
and almost to a man they have given their support to this bill. 

The directors of the National ’ Turkey Federation from Minnesota 
are unanimous in their support. 

At the February meeting of the State Association, annual meeting, 
we put this bill before the membership, and it was unanimously 
adopted. Or they unanimously gave their consent to this bill, to 
support of this bill. 

I might add that a while ago when Mr. Lennartson of the USDA 
was testifying that he seemed to be concerned about this developing 
too high a price for turkeys. Well, we are quite concerned about high 
prices of turkeys too because every time the price of turkeys gets too 
high, we lose some consumption of turkeys, so we are quite concerned 
about keeping turkeys at a price level that is good for the consumer 
as well as the producer. 

I think that is all I have to say. 

Senator Jounston. I notice your State produces about 1214 percent 
of the turkeys in the United States. 

Mr. Anperson. That is right, sir. 

Senator Jounsron. Almost. In other words, 10 million turkeys 

roduced in your State out of 80 million produced in the United 

tates. 

Mr. Anperson. That is right. 

Senator Arken. I would like to ask one question. 

Mr. Anverson. Yes, sir. 

Senator ArkeN. Have you been able through crossbreeding and the 
use of antibiotics to cut the time to produce a marketable bird to the 
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same extent or anywhere near the same extent that the broiler industry 
has done? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Well, we have cut the time. 

Senator Arken. You have cut it? 

Mr. Anperson. Somewhat more probably through breeding than 
through antibiotics. 

Senator Arken. Through crossbreeding 4 

Mr. Anverson. That is right. 

Senator Jounston. Was that all? 

Mr. Anperson. That is all, sir. 

Senator Jounston. We certainly thank you for coming and giving 
us your opinion on this bill. 

I am going to call my South Carolina boys to come around while 
I am here. 

Mr. Archie Beattie and Harold Mayer and with them is Mr. Charles 
Risher. 

Come up and have a seat. 


STATEMENT OF HAROLD MAYER, PRESIDENT, SOUTH CAROLINA 
TURKEY FEDERATION, WALTERBORO, §. C. 


Mr. Mayer. Mr. Chairman, I am Harold Mayer from Walterboro, 
S. C., a turkey grower and hatchery man, and at the present time 
president of the South Carolina Turkey Federation, and we three are 
here to say to you gentlemen that the South Carolina Turkey Federa- 
tion, which represents the majority of the growers within our State 
are heartily in favor of this bill, and to ask some speedy help on its 
passage. 

Senator Jounston. Did you have a meeting of the State? 

Mr. Mayer. We have had two referendums of our board of directors 
and each time there was only one director who voted against it. 

Senator Jonnston. I guess that was Mr. Paul Thomas. 

Mr. Mayer. Yes, sir. So we feel we have expressed the feelings of 
the growers of our State and we have 

Senator Arken. You do not worry about this program building up 
turkey production in some other part of the country to the detr iment 
of your own, which is expressed in the chamber of commerce’s letter 
that you have there? 

Mr. Tuayer. No, sir, I do not, because I feel the safeguard within 
this bill will protect us from that angle and we are willing to take our 
chances. 

Senator Arken. That is important. 

Senator JoHnston. I imagine Mr. Thomas is the only director who 

says he is against it, who i is from Sumter. 

‘Mr. Mayer. That is right. 

Senator Jonnston. And I can imagine, knowing the situation there 
that that is the one that had the letter written to us that you pro- 
duced 

Senator Arken. That is correct. He is one of their directors. 

Senator JcHNstTon. No. He is not the one that wrote but he lives in 
the same town, Sumter. Mr. Thomas is a director in Sumter. 

Mr. Mayer. That isright. And he is present now. 
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Senator JoHnston. In the country there is some connection there. 
Do you have anything else? 

Mr. Mayer. That completes my statement. Possibly the other men 
would like to testify. 


STATEMENT OF ARCHIE BEATTIE, SOUTH CAROLINA TURKEY 
FEDERATION, WISACKY, S. C. 


Mr. Bearrtie. My name is Archie Beattie. 

Senator Jounston. Archie Beattie. His sister married my law 
partner. 

Mr. Beatriz. I am Archie Beattie from Wisacky, S. C., a turkey 
farmer, past president of the Turkey Federation, and a director of 
the State Turkey Federation. 

I briefly want to state I endorse the position taken by our National 
Turkey Federation president, Peter Crafts. He has covered it. I 
think it is a fine piece of legislation. And in my own behalf and in 
behalf of the Turkey Feder: ation we solicit your support. 

Senator Jounsron. And I can also say that his father was named 
Archie Beattie and his father was comptroller general of our State 
for 20-odd years—how many? Twenty-eight? 

Mr. Beatrie. Twenty-eight. 

Senator Jounston. And a very dear friend of mine. I saw him 
the last time I was down in South Carolina. 

Mr. Beartre. Thank you very much. 

Senator Jounston. Any questions? 

We certainly appreciate your coming before us. 

Mr. Beatrie. Thank you so much. 

Senator Jonnston. Mr. Roy Thompson, who is president of the 
Iowa Turkey Federation. 


STATEMENT OF RAY A. THOMPSON, PRESIDENT, IOWA TURKEY 
FEDERATION, ELLSWORTH, IOWA 


Mr. Tuomrson. I am Ray Thompson from Ellsworth, Iowa, Sen- 
ator Martin’s State, and am president of the Iowa Turkey Federa- 
tion, and represent not as many turkeys as Minnesota, but we do 
have about 7 million birds in Iowa this year, about 1,200 growers. 

Through a couple of meetings with the board of directors of the 
State, I tind they are in accord with this enabling act that we are 
proposing, and the directors from Iowa to the National Turkey Fed- 
eration voted unanimously for this bill, and I think that it is the 
sort of thing that the lowa people would like to support. 

Iowa, by history is opposed to Government supports for the turkey 
industry, and we ‘feel if this act goes through it will leave us free to 
expand in lowa, as we think we are going to expand there. Because 
this would leave the mandatory checkoffs and marketing quotas and 
so forth in the hands of the grower himself by a referendum, so I 
am representing Iowa and saying they are supporting the bill as 
it is now written. That would be all I would have to say. 

Senator Jounston. Any questions? 

Senator Arken. Is the turkey industry largely integrated in Iowa? 

Mr. THompson. Not as much as it might be in other sections. We 
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have a certain phase of integration insofar as the turkey industry in 
Iowa today is financed by other sources than the banks, but it is not 
too closely integrated because it leaves the grower independent to 
move from one finance e group to another. 

Senator Arken. I noticed you said you would have about 7 million 
turkeys this year and I also noticed that the figures here showed you 
had 6,300,000 last year. 

Does that increase mean you are increasing your production 10 
percent this year or is it a matter of local pride ? 

You want lowa to look good ¢ 

Mr. Tuomrson. If I had known you had the figures I might have 
been more careful but we estimate there will be 7 million this year 

Senator Arken. Mr. Crafts’ figures show 6,300,000 last year. 

Mr. THomeson. It is our figures. We have been able to get from 
our hatcheries, we will be up 10 percent. Soa figure realistic this year 
will be 7 million. 

Senator Jounsron. It is true you have a great fluctuation from 

year to year in the States, isn’t that true in turkeys? 

Mr. Tromprson. Yes, there isa fluctuation, however 

Senator Jounston. Some of them go in and drop out. 

Mr. TuHompson. Iowa is not one of those States, sir. 

Iowa has had a continuous growth in the turkey industry, I have 
been in it since 1929, back in Iowa, and it has had a continuous growth 
in Iowa. 

You check with each hatchery each year, they go up a little even in 
the bad years. 

Senator Jounston. Production in the United States has gone up. 

Senator Arken. Is the heavy grain crop largely responsible for the 
increase / 

Mr. Tromeson. We think so, the feed is there and other things too, 
possibly the price of hogs a couple of years ago changed people into 
the turkey business. 

But in Iowa we have had a different growth there. It has been steady 
each year and at—when you hit 1947 a high price and we find turkeys 
even afte ra bad year pricewise do come up in Iowa. 

It is a growing industry and I would not want to do anything in the 
way of legisl: ation that would tend to depress the industry as it now is, 
because we think we are growing. 

Senator AITKEN. After all, we have Itad an increase of about 3 mil- 
- people each year in this country who need quite a lot more food 

ach year and although we have troubles with surpluses, I certainly 
vather hope that those problems rather than shortages show up. 

It would really cut you then. 

Senator Jounsron. It was only a few years ago that Thanksgiving 
and Christmas was about the only time you had turkeys. That is 
true with some people but now it is getting so they have it the year 
around. 

Mr. THompson. Well, the romance all went out of turkey growing 
a few yearsago. Weare just a tough, rugged meat competitor. 

Senator Jounston. That is true, what I said about them ? 

Mr. THompson. It is definitely true. We think Iowa is in a good 
position to compete with the meat market with the grain supply. 
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You mentioned antibiotics a moment ago. If they go much further 
you won’t need much grain. They will give them a shot and a little 
fresh air and water. But they still need grain in Iowa. 

Senator Jonnston. Any other questions? 

We certainly thank you for coming before us this morning. 

Mr. THomeson. Thank you, gentlemen, for hearing us. 

Senator Jounson. The next witness is Robert MePhetiin, 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT M. McPHERRIN, CALIFORNIA TURKEY 
FEDERATION, RIVERSIDE, CALIF. 


Mr. McPuerriy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jounston. The California Turkey Federation—that is one 
of the largest in the United States. 

Mr. McPuerrin. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jounsron. You produced there almost 15 million. I guess 
you say this year 16 or 20 million ? 

Mr. McPuerrin. Well, we might be down this year. We are going 
to change it. 

Senator Jounston. Are you going to be down ? 

Mr. McPuerrin. Yes, sir. 

Senator Arken. Iowa claims Vermont produces 200,000 but these 
figures only show 114,000. 

Senator Jounston. Go ahead, sir. 

Mr. McPuerrin. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Robert M. McPherrin of Riverside, Calif. 

I am a turkey producer, hatcherman, and breeder. I am immediate 
past on of the California Turkey Federation. 

California for a number of years has been the largest turkey-pro- 
ducing State in the Union, and in 1957 produced 14,539,000 head for 
market. 

I am speaking today on behalf of the California Turkey Federation, 
which has approved the enactment of this legislation. 

The endorsement of this bill by the turkey producers of California 
is predicated on actual experience of operating with an existing turkey 
marketing order under the California Marketing Act of 1937. 

Under this type of self-help legislation the satay industry of Cali- 
fornia does not receive or require any funds from the State for ad- 
ministering this program. Al} expenses are paid from funds collected 
from the producers. 

This program is controlled by the producers themselves through 
their board which has been selected by themselves. We have found in 
California through the experience of 6 years of operation that this 
plan is workable. Since this program has been in operation the per 
capita consumption in the State of California is double the national 
average. We are only beginning to scratch the surface of what can 
be done with research on marketing, et cetera. 

Now that our turkey industry has become of age we know that there 
is much to be done to insure our producers a fair return each year from 
a business that must be stabilized. 

We believe in California we have the proof that a self-help program 
on a national level will accomplish this purpose without the use of 
agg tax funds to subsidize these problems as they present them- 
selves. 
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In conclusion I again want to emphasize California’s endorsement 
of this legislation with the following points which we have found 
through experience will work, and which we feel will apply not only 
to California, but on a national level as well. 

1. This legislation will enable us to raise our per capita consumption 
nationally and bring about a need stability in our industry by the 
elimination of surpluses. 

2. There is much to be done on promotional research. No individual 
can afford the time and money needed to exploit the potentialities of 
the various uses of turkey meat to its fullest extent. This legislation 
will provide the means for doing this. 

3. Finally, I want to again emphasize on the basis of 6 years of 
actual experiences in California, that this proposed legislation is not 
just an idea, but is backed by positive proof that it will work on a 
national level. 

All we are asking for under this legislation is a chance to stand 
on our own feet, solve our own industry problems as they present 
themselves without leaning on the Federal Government for subsidies 
or financial support of any kind. 

Senator JoHnston. Any questions? 

Senator ArkeN. No questions. 

Senator JoHnston. We certainly thank you for coming this morn- 
ing. 

The next witness is Mr. J. Arza Adams, president of the Utah 
Turkey Federation. 

I would like to say your Senator was here and testified this 
morning before the committee—Senator Watkins. 


STATEMENT OF J. ARZA ADAMS, UTAH TURKEY FEDERATION, 
PLEASANT GROVE, UTAH 


Mr. Apams. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is J. Arza Adams of Pleasant Grove, Utah. I am a producer 
of turkeys. My entire livelihood for me and my family comes from 
the production of turkeys. 

I am a past president of the Utah Turkey Federation, a past presi- 
dent of the National Turkey Federation, and I have also been presi- 
dent of one of the largest farmers’ cooperative organizations in the 
State of Utah. 

At the present time, I am a director of all three organizations. 
In our Utah cooperative I have acted as chairman of the loan com- 
mittee for a number of years. We finance a great number of turkeys 
every year as well as process and market the flocks of our members. 
I give you this background of my turkey experience so you may know 
where I fit into the turkey industry. 

In 1956 when I was president of the National Turkey Federation 
it was proposed at our annual meeting that we attempt to get some 
national legislation that would improve the lot of the turkey pro- 
ducers in this Nation. This possibility has been studied and con- 
sidered from many angles since that time. 

It is our aim that every producer shall share in the expense of 
developing new markets, disease research, and cookery research as 
well as give our organization some means of attempting to keep our 
production in line with consumption. 
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Today we have a bill that has been developed by the National 
Turkey Federation with the assistance of Mr. Joe Parker. We feel 
this bill will accomplish the desired results for the turkey industry. 
It is a proposal that has no Government supports or controls in it. 
Power to act will be vested in a board of directors selected by the 
turkey growers from their own ranks. 

The thing we ask of Congress is to help to do the things we cannot 
possibly do for ourselves in making this proposal effective. 

We had some opposition to this bill from people in certain area 
who claim that the bill has been changed since it was approved in 
January in St. Louis at our national conv vention. 

At this meeting the proposed bill was approved by an overwhelm- 
ing vote of 76 for, and 6 opposed in a group composed of national 
directors elected by the State organizations from every State in the 
Union. 

I conducted the meetings for 2 days at this convention under the 
direction of NTF President Trevor Jones. 


Everyone was given a chance to ask questions and make comments 
pertaining to this bill. There were some minor changes suggested. I 
also asked for suggestions in writing when these people arrived home 
so they could be considered. We received a few written suggestions 
and they were given consideration. 

At the close of this 2-day discussion I made the following motion : 

On behalf of the committee, I move that the board of directors of the National 
Turkey Federation go on record to approve the proposed enabling act in principle, 
with permission in final drafting of the bill to change the wording of the proposed 
bill as necessary, provided the principles of the bill are not changed. 

There have been a few clarifications in the wording of the bill, but 
the principles have not been changed since it was voted on in January 
1958. 

Mr. Chairman, and committee members, I am here to represent the 
Utah Turkey Federation. Our board of directors, representing the 
Utah turkey growers support this bill 100 percent. If there are any 
individual growers who do not support this action in Utah or any- 
other State, I think we will find them to be the people who have 
always been willing to let others carry their load and have been looking 
for a free ride. 

We as officers of NTF consider this bill a starting point in acting to 
strengthen our industry. We hope that the Congress of the U nited 
States can help us improve it. If this committee can see merit in it 
for the turkey people of this Nation, we hope you will recommend it 
and support it unanimously. 

I Ww ish to thank you for ‘listening to my report and statements. It 
has been a privilege and a pleasure for me to be here. May we always 
go forward to do those things which will do the most good for the 
most people. 

Senator Jounston. We certainly thank you for being here today to 
testify to give your opinion of how your turkey growers In your State 
stand upon this legislation. 

Any other questions ¢ 

Senator Arken. No. 

Mr. Apams. Thank you, Senator Johnston. 

I appreciate your listening to Senator Watkins. 
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We respect him a great deal in Utah and I was happy he could be 
here along with you, Senator, this morning. 

Senator Jonnston. Thank you. 

The next witness is Charles Hawks. 

Mr. Hawks? 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES D. HAWKS, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, 
ARKANSAS TURKEY FEDERATION, LITTLE ROCK, ARK., ALSO 
REPRESENTING THE ARKANSAS POULTRY FEDERATION 


Mr. Hawks. Thank you. Mr. Chairman, my name is Charles D. 
Hawks. I am executive secretary of the Ar kansas Tur key Federation 
and a director of the National Turkey Federation. 

Senator Jonnsron. I would like to say also your Senator was here 
this morning, Senator Fulbright, and-spoke in behalf of the bill and 
stated you would be here. 

Mr. Hawks. Thank you, sir. 

My statement will be very brief. 

The Arkansas Turkey Federation membership is composed of pro- 
ducers, breeders, hatchermen, and feeders who last year produced 214 
million turkeys. The membership of the Arkansas Poultry Feder- 
ation totals 3,318 including turkey industry members. 

Our entire turkey membership and the board of directors of the 
Arkansas Poultry Federation have had an opportunity to study and 
express opinions on the legislation embodied in S. 3864 by Senator 
Humphrey, of Minnesota, and others. 

As a result of the study, each organization voted unanimously at 

called meetings on June 7, 1958, to endorse S. 3864. 

Senator Jounston. That is both your turkey membership and your 
board of directors ? 

Mr. Hawks. Yes, sir 

By means of clarification, the turkey industry group is part of the 
poultry federation. 

Senator Jounston. Yes. 

Mr. Hawks. The Arkansas turkey industry membership whole- 
heartedly approve the concept of industry “self-help” legislation 
free of produe tion controls. 

Our industry feels that adjustment of production, increased _re- 
search, and greater promotion are industry problems best solved by 
its own members. 

We emphasize that we are completely in accord with the National 
Turkey Federation and its statement of record. 


We appreciate the opportunity of appearing before the committee 
on behalf of S. 3864. 

Thank you. 

Senator Jounsron. We certainly thank you for coming before us. 

I notice the next witness is J. M. Morrow, president of the Missouri 
Turkey Federation. 

You also had your Senator here a few moments ago, Senator Sym- 
ington. He was sorry he had to leave. 

Mr. Morrow. 


28497—58 i 
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STATEMENT OF J. M. MORROW, PRESIDENT, MISSOURI TURKEY 
FEDERATION, CARTHAGE, MO. 


Mr. Morrow. Mr. Chairman, my name is J. M. Morrow. I am a 
turkey producer from Carthage, Mo. I am president of the Missouri 
Turkey Federation which represents approximately 80 to 90 percent 
of the turkey growers in the State of Missouri. 

Missouri produced in 1957 slightly over 3 million head of marketed 
turkeys. 

The board of directors of the Missouri Turkey Federation met on 
Monday night, July 7, and discussed this bill at great length. 

The directors of the Missouri Turkey Federation that were in at- 
tendance at this meeting voted unanimously to approve this legisla- 
tion; they are 100 percent behind it. 

I have contacted the three Missouri directors to the National Turkey 
Federation and they unanimously approve this bill as submitted. 
They voted for it in the city of St. Louis in January and reaffirm their 
position now. 

The reason that the Missouri board of directors were in favor of 
this bill is that it is a self-help bill, which enables us to run our own 
industry. 

This problem that Mr. McConnell brought up of chainstore domina- 
tion of our market was discussed at our meeting and it was felt that 
the funds provided in this bill would help in market promotion and 
research to provide consumer demand and would possibly help over- 
come this problem. 

That is all. 

Thank you. 

Senator Jounston. We certainly thank you. 

Any questions ? 

Senator Arken. No. 

I would like to ask all the witnesses questions but in the interest of 
hearing all of the witnesses I will forgo that. 

Senator Jounston. Yes. 

The next witness is A. H. Trask of Wisconsin Turkey Federation. 

Mr. Trask, will you proceed ? 


STATEMENT OF A. H. TRASK, WISCONSIN TURKEY GROWERS 
ASSOCIATION, BLACK RIVER FALLS, WIS. 


Mr. Trask. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Jounston. Mr. Trask, you can proceed as you see fit. 

Mr. Trask. My name is A. H. Trask. I am a farmer and turkey 
grower living in Black River Falls, Wis. 

I am past president of the National Turkey Federation, and also 
past president of the Wisconsin Turkey Growers Association. 

At the present time I am a director of the Wisconsin Turkey 
Growers Association and also represent Wisconsin as a director on 
the National Turkey Federation Board. 

Our Wisconsin Turkey Growers Association members, it is believed, 

roduce more than 75 percent of the turkeys grown in Wisconsin and 
it is estimated the production in Wisconsin in 1958 will amount to be- 
tween three and four million birds. 
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The growing of turkeys in Wisconsin is a rapidly developing indus- 
try, now holding eighth rank in turkey production among the States. 

A poll of our Wisconsin Turkey Growers Association directors this 
week, July 7, developed the information that none know of any opposi- 
tion to the proposed National Turkey Federation Marketing Act. 

Our Wisconsin directors of the National Turkey Federation board 
of directors are unanimously and wholeheartedly back of this bill, 
and we urge your committee to give it favorable consideration. 

Senator Jounsron. We certainly thank you for coming too, today. 

Any questions ? 

Senator Arken. No. 

Senator Jounston. Mr. J. H. Tidwell, Texas Turkey Federation. 


STATEMENT OF J. H. TIDWELL, PRESIDENT, TEXAS TURKEY 
FEDERATION, DESDEMONA, TEX. 


Mr. Trpwetu. Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen of the committee, I 
am Hardy Tidwell from Desdemona, 'Tex., a turkey grower and pro- 
ducer, and I am the president of the Texas Turkey Federation. 

I am here in behalf of the turkey people of Texas. 

We are in favor of this enabling act and I am representing them 
for that purpose. 

Our people down there are more in favor than they are against it, 
about 75 to 25 percent, and we think that the federation 

Senator Jounston. Tell us what feature are they against, in order 
to see if there is anything that could be cleared up. 

What is the main feature ? 

Mr. Tiowe.u. Well, the main feature is that 25 percent that are 
against it are afraid that it will lead into price supports and controls, 
and the people of Texas do not want Government price supports and 
controls of turkeys. 

Senator Jounston. Proceed. 

Mr. Tipwewt. I did not bring any prepared statement. I just came 
representing them and presenting it to you people for the federation. 

I thank the gentlemen for the time and any consideration you can 
show. 

Senator Jounston. Thank you for coming, too. 

Any questions? 

Senator Arken. No. 

Senator Jounstron. The next witness is Gerald Bonnett. 

Allright. Lloyd Bevans. 

Mr. Bevans. 





STATEMENT OF LLOYD BEVANS, PRESIDENT, NEBRASKA TURKEY 
FEDERATION, WAVERLY, NEBR. 


Mr. Bevans. Mr. Chairman, my name is Lloyd Bevans. I am presi- 
dent of the Nebraska Turkey Federation. I merely want to say that 
the Nebraska Turkey Federation favors this legislation. 

I would like to add one comment, since the Department of Agricul- 
ture seems to object to one feature of this bill, that the control of the 
funds would be and is not enough under the hands of the Depart- 
ment—that is the way I interpreted their remarks—that I think the 
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people of Nebraska would want the control in the hands of the board 
of directors as set up under this bill; that they would not want it in 
the Department of Agriculture. 

Thank you. 

Senator Jounsron. Any questions ? 

Wecertainly thank you for coming here. 

Senator Arken. No questions. 

Senator Jonnstron. Mr. William Geurts ? 

Is there anybody else from Oregon ? 

Do you have anybody else with you ? 

Mr. Geurts. No; I am substituting for Mr. Schwelder. 

Senator Jounston. I understand Senator Morse wishes to intro- 
duce you. 


STATEMENT OF HON. WAYNE MORSE, A UNITED STATES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF OREGON 


Senator Morse. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, as a 
cosponsor of S. 3864, it gives me a great deal of pleasure to introduce 
Mr. William T. Geurts, of Salem, Oreg., secretary-treasurer and gen- 
eral manager of the Oregon Turkey Growers’ Association, an Oregon 
turkey-marketing cooperative. 

I have known Mr. Geurts for many years and can assure the com- 
mittee that he speaks upon the basis of an excellent background of 
experience in the fields of turkey growing and marketing. 

Mr. Geurts comes to this hearing as the official representative of the 
Oregon Turkey Improvement Association. This organization repre- 
sents over 90 percent of the turkey producers in Oregon. 

Mr. Geurts will give the committee the benefit of his views in sup- 
port of the proposed National Turkey Marketing Act, as envisaged by 
S. 3864. He will inform the committee of the importance of this pro- 
posed legislation, not only to the turkey growers of Oregon, but to 
turkey growers throughout the Nation. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM T. GEURTS, OREGON TURKEY 
IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION, SALEM, OREG. 


Mr. Geurts. Thank you, Senator Morse. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is William 
T. Geurts, and I live in Salem, Oreg. I have been past president of 
the State organization of turkey producers there as well as past presi- 
dent of the National Turkey Federation, and am at present a member 
of the legislative committee of the National Turkey Federation. 

Senator Jonunsron. We shall print all of your statement in the 
record. Unless you have something that the others did not develop, 
we could conserve time, I think, by just printing this in the record. 

Senator AIKEN. We will have to go over it, anyway, before we take 
action. 

Mr. Geurts. I was just going to offer some background information. 

Senator Jounston. Go ahead. We would like to have it. I would 
like for you to pinpoint if you have anything new that anybody else 
has not developed, too, you see, for our information. 

Mr. Geurts. Just a little background information. 


oO AL 
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I presume that you do have it, but it forms a basis for some conclu- 
sions that I have reached here:in this very short statement. If I 
could prevail upon the committee, I would like to read that. 

Senator Jounston. Go ahead. 

Mr. Gerurts. Up to 10 years ago a substantial portion of the turkey 
crop was processed and marketed from the middle of October until 
the end of December. Likewise, an equally substantial portion of the 
crop was marketed at Thanksgiving and Christmastime with a clean- 
up of consumer sizes at Eastertime. 

This concentration of production required high per-unit costs to 
justify the cost of holding breeders for a limited production period 
and to provide a reasonable return for high capital investment in 
hatchery, range, and processing equipment. This was the golden era 
of profits in the turkey industry. 

But all that is now changed. 

The volume of turkey production in the United States has approxi- 
mately doubled in the past 10 years. The heavy production season 
has spread from 3 to 6 months of the year and to almost a year- 
around production in some areas and with certain breeds of turkeys. 

This astounding growth has brought with it many problems of pro- 
duction and marketing. 

The turkey industry during these years has attacked the problems 
with the imagination and determination that only a young dynamic 
industry could provide. It has always taken the position that the 
industry knows its problems more intimately than any other group of 
people or organization and that only turkey people would be best able 
to tackle the problems of the industry. 

Acemndinals the industry undertook many self-help programs 
utilizing the available tools at its disposal by: 

Influencing turkey growers in matters of production through State 
associations and the National Turkey Deletion conventions and 
through the industry’s house organ, the Turkeygram. 

Influenced production by the use of available USDA statistics. 

Successfully advocated the gathering of useful additional statistics 
by the USDA as guides to turkey producers. 

Developed a year-round marketing promotion program, Eat-More- 
Turkey program. 

Sponsored research and promotion of merchandising turkey other 
than the whole turkey. 

Sponsored research in comparative food and health values of 
turkey in the diet. 

Sponsored research in (1) disease control, (2) feed efficiency, and 
(3) improvement in management practices. 

Monhate within the industry have and are presently doing an out- 
standing job in breeding for market type, food conversion efficiency, 
and other economic factors. 

However, the tools at our command are most inadequate to meet 
the problems of this greatly increased production and the longer 
marketing season. 

What tools we have to work with is like using a broom to hold back 
the floodwaters of the Mississippi River, or like trying to build roads 
to meet the demands of modern traffic by using four-horse teams and 
scrapers rather than bulldozers and earth movers. 
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Oregon growers are proud of what the industry has accomplished 
for itself—but they know it is not enough—more effective tools are 
needed. 

Last September at its annual membership meeting and again in 
November at its fall outlook meeting, members of the Oregon Turkey 
Improvement Association adopted in principle this proposed enabling 
act and instructed its delegate to support and assist in securing the 
enactment of such legislation, that we might have the tools to more 
effectively carry on some self-help programs. 

I appreciate the privilege of appearing before the committee. 

I would like to say in passing though that this problem Mr. 
McConnell brought up about the chainstores comes too, as a result 
of the dilemma that the industry finds itself in, because of this enor- 
mous and unprecedented increase perhaps in production. 

“The industry has found it necessary to woo the merchandising out- 
lets for its product, so that the production might be marketed, gotten 
rid of before the next crop came on, and at the same time it has found 
that the chainstores, the merchandising establishments have used our 
product as a loss leader and an advertising medium, really, so it is one 
of those problems that on the one hand you woo, and on the other 
hand you don’t like to condemn too much. 

Senator Arken. You think they may help move surpluses from 
time to time ? 

Mr. Guerts. Yes, they have. 

Senator Arken. I think they do, too. The incident I spoke of 
relating to the raspberries happened before I came to Washington 
and I did not like that at all. 

Maybe they have reformed since then and I think they should be 
given credit for helping purchase surpluses from time to time, par- 
ticularly of perishables. 

Mr. Guerts. We are grateful for that because we do have a perish- 
able product. 

Senator Arxen. That is right. 

Senator JoHnston. We have other commodities from the farm that 
the Government has to sell occasionally at a loss, too. 

Senator ArkEN. Once in a while the Government itself loses money 
on some commodity, that is right. 

Mr. Guerts. We have another dilemma, too, particularly in Oregon. 
We are living in a wheat economy there, yet we are not privileged 
to use wheat in our feed formula because of the support programs. 

Senator Morse. In reference to the bill of which I am one of the 
cosponsors I only want to say I could not present to this committee 
a more expert witness on this subject. 

I have fought the turkey problem with him for years in the Senate. 
I remember some years ago when we had a very serious turkey- 
marketing problem we had hearings over in the House Building. 
Senator Anderson was then Secretary of Agriculture and was of 
great help to us on the problem. I have come here this morning not 
only to introduce Mr. Guerts, but to join in the point of view that 
he expresses to the committee, and I am making him my witness be- 
cause he is the expert and knows so much more about it than I do. 
I appreciate the courtesy and consideration that you are extending to 
him. 
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Senator Jounston. I want to say that Oregon is very fortunate 
in having one of the most energetic Senators and a man who is always 
fighting for the rights of the people and especially the working people 
and laboring people of these United States and not only Oregon. 

Mr. Guerts. Oregon appreciates its Senator. 

Senator JouHnston. I have a note sent to me which says Senator 
Neuberger will also make a closing argument for you. 

(The matter referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT FILED By Hon. RicHARD L. NEUBERGER, A UNITED STATES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF OREGON 


Mr. Chairman, as a cosponsor of S. 3864 I want to express my appreciation to 
the chairman of the Senate Agriculture Committee for the promptness with 
which hearings have been scheduled on this measure that is of such great concern 
to the Nation’s turkey growers. 

Two organizations in Oregon have come to me in recent months asking support 
for the National Turkey Marketing Act. After discussing with industry leaders 
the problems of high feed costs, heavy transportation charges, and other sky- 
rocketing expenses, I became convinced that legislation such as that offered in 
S. 3864 was vitally essential to this industry. 

Last January, as I was returning by train to Washington from my home in 
Portland, Oreg., Prof. Noel Bennion, the secretary of the Oregon Turkey Im- 
provement Association, Mr. W. H. Schwedler, of Portland, Oreg., the first vice 
president of the National Turkey Federation, and several other leaders from 
the Oregon Turkey Growers Assuciation, who were on their way to the turkey 
growers convention, assembled in a Union Pacific dining car where, if 1 may 
say so with no pun intended, we talked turkey. My friends reminded me that 
Oregon was fourth in turkey production among the States 10 or 12 years ago. 
Presently, I was told, Oregon ranks only 11th. As our train headed for Chicago 
and the land where corn is king, we questioned a system that encouraged the 
feeding of corn hauled to Oregon from the Midwest, because it was not econom- 
ically feasible to feed Oregon turkeys on Northwest-grown wheat. 

We considered the marketing problem faced by Oregon turkey growers who 
have been forced out of eastern markets because they were penalized 5 cents per 
pound in transportation costs. From these people I received facts and straight- 
from-the-shoulder answers to my questions. I learned that, for the past 5 
years, the Turkey Federation has been evaluating needed legislation, and the 
bill on which hearings are now being held represents the results of their ex- 
haustive study. 

YEARS OF STUDY BEHIND MEASURES 


Knowing how much work had gone into the preliminary drafting of an enabling 
act, I wrote to Prof. Noel Bennion on January 13, as follows: 

“IT hope to continue to advise with you on these problems. In the meanwhile, 
I shall be glad to help sponsor the bill for a marketing agreement among turkey 
growers, when such legislation is in final form.” 

I also pointed out in the letter just quoted, my firm conviction that the 
domestic parity plan offers the best hope for making the Northwest’s own native 
source of feed wheat available to the turkey growers and others at a fair price. 
That is why I helped sponsor the domestic parity program, which was part of 
the vetoed farm bill of 1956. Feed is one farm commodity which is sold by the 
farmer and purchased in turn by the farmer. It is only commonsense that 
transportation costs be kept at a minimum in such commerce between farmers. 
That would be possible under the domestic parity concept. 


EXPANSION OF UNITS NECESSARY 


This is a hearing, however, on a proposed Turkey Enabling Act and my con- 
cern is with the Oregon farmer’s ability to market the approximately 114 million 
turkeys hatched for marketing this year. The turkey grower, like his colleagues 
involved with other agriculture commodities, is having to expand his operation 
to stay in business. According to information furnished by specialists from 
Oregon State College, growers in years past raised from 3,000 to 5,000 market 
birds and carried from 500 to 700 breeder hens. Today, many Oregon growers 





50 NATIONAL TURKEY MARKETING ACT 





raise from 10,000 to 15,000 market birds and carry 2,000 to 3,000 breeder hens. 
And there are a few growers in Oregon who raise from 20,000 to 60,000 market 
birds, and carry from 5,000 to 10,000 breeder hens. 

Characteristically, this expansion extends to brooding, where big changes in 
turkey management are to be noted. Where units once numbered 300 to 500, 
today it is not uncommon to see 5,000 to 10,000 turkey poults produced in one 
unit. This has been accompanied by mechanical equipment and self-feeders 
which have effected great savings in labor. Obviously, this means that the big 
operators, of necessity, have gotten bigger. The small farm flock of turkeys is 
ararity. There are evidences in Oregon of the trend toward vertical integration, 
with growers more frequently reporting tie-in operations through a hatchery, 
feed dealer, or processor. This trend of integration in the turkey industry is 
being channeled through cooperatives by alert growers, who are concerned by 
the threat of vassalage which they believe is inherent in financing schemes of 
the big feed corporations. 


OREGON GROWERS MARKET LIMITED 


Mr. Chairman, at the present time Oregon turkey production is largely con- 
sumed in the Northwest. As the population of the region expands the turkey 
industry will match that expansion. However, the Oregon Turkey Growers are 
an enterprising, ambitious group. They would like to attain, once more, their 
former status as one of the four top turkey-producing States in the Nation. They 
consider this possible without disrupting markets or production of other areas. 
The growing acceptance of turkey as a staple commodity, like chicken or beef- 
steak, will make this possible. The turkey may still be a symbol of Thanks- 
giving Day, but it has become as common an item as roast beef on restaurant 
menus across the country; and the supermarket, catering to the demands of the 
American housewife, today displays the big bird in quantity right beside the 
broilers and stewing hens. 

I look with real favor upon the legislation proposed by the National Turkey 
Federation. I hope the Departmentof Agriculture will see it in the same light, 
and not suggest a delay while studies are repeated and repeated. Exhaustive 
study has preceded the drafting of the measure, and now is the time for action. 
The turkey growers ask only for an opportunity to save themselves. They are 
convinced that delay in enacting S. 3864, can only result in a decline of their 
industry. The turkey growers believe that they have presented a workable, 
democratic solution to their besetting problems. 

These people ask approval of the bill by the Congress and signature by the 
President. In my opinion, their request is meritorious. 


Senator Jounston. Do you have anything else / 

Mr. Guerts. I have concluded. 

Senator Morse. [ have nothing further to add. 

Senator Jonnston. Is Mr. Bonnet here now? 

He is the last witness we will have today. 

We have one other witness but he preferred to wait until to- 
morrow—that is Mr. Gordon K. Zimmerman. He will be the first 
witness in the morning. 

Mr. Bonnett ? 


STATEMENT OF GERALD F. BONNETT, PRESIDENT, ILLINOIS 
TURKEY GROWERS ASSOCIATION, HAVANA, ILL. 


Mr. Bonnerr. Mr. Chairman, it gives me a great deal of pleasure 
to appear before your committee here on behalf of the turkey in- 
dustry. 

My name is Gerald Bonnett, president of the Illinois Turkey 
Growers Association, and I want to heartily endorse this proposed 
legislation, both on behalf of myself as well as the Illinois growers. 

Our directors have voted unanimously in favor of the proposed 
legislation. 
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We feel that in view of the singleness of purpose of our industry 
that we will benefit greatly from the enactment of this legislation. 

We are particularly impressed by the fact that it does not make 
demands on the Federal Government for excessive amounts of money, 
and we will sincerely appreciate the efforts of the Congress to enact 
self-help legislation for our industry. 

I believe that concludes my testimony. 


Senator Jounston. I was certainly glad to have you come today 
and be with us. 


Mr. Bonnertr. Thank you. 

Senator Jounsron. That concludes the hearings for today. We 
will meet tomorrow at 10 o’clock. 

I want to commend everybody for coming here. 

Every witness present today was able to testify except the ones 
who wanted to wait until tomorrow. 

The committee is now adjourned until tomorrow. 

(Whereupon, at 12:40 p. m., the committee adjourned, to recon- 
vene at 10 a. m., Friday, July 11, 1958.) 

(Additional statements filed for the record are as follows:) 


STATEMENT FILED By HON. StTyYLtes Brinces, A UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM 
THE STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to appear before this committee 
in support of S. 3864. This bill reflects the combined judgment of turkey farm- 
ers from all over the United States. It also represents the culmination of 
years of study and investigation in order to secure the best legislation for 
effectuating the orderly marketing and distribution of turkeys, and at the same 
time providing an adequate supply for the consumer. 

This bill appeals to me particularly because of its realistic and practical 
provisions for carrying out the intent of S. 3864. It does this by utilizing 
the knowledge and assistance of turkey growers in arriving at administrative 
terminations by the Secretary of Agriculture. Thus the provisions of this bill 
provide for a continuing and coordinated effort by both the turkey industry 
and the Department of Agriculture in its administration. 

This, in my judgment, is most important, for all too often the intent and 
spirit of worthy legislation is later circumvented by impractical administrative 
abuses. 

Turkey production in New Hampshire, though not large compared to Cali- 
fornia, nevertheless is an integral and important factor in our farm economy. 
I believe through the enactment of S. 3864 we will go far toward curing the 
existing wide fluctuation between supply and prices that exist in the turkey 
industry. If this can be accomplished, both the consumer and the industry will 
be grateful. 


STATEMENT FILED BY Hon. RALPH YARBOROUGH, A UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM 
THE STATE OF TEXAS 


Mr. Chairman, I want to commend the turkey producers for formulating 
a workable and truly self-help plan for their industry. It is a plan, as authorized 
in S. 3864, which will not cost the Government additional millions of dollars. 
Turkey producers themselves will make up a fund by the assessment of marketing 
fees, to be utilized primarily in maintainig a balance between supplies and 
market outlets. 

This is a plan which, if put into effect, will give turkey producers bargaining 
power in the market place comparable to that of processors and the large retail 
chains which merchandise the dressed turkeys. It utilizes the successful ex- 
perience of other groups with marketing agreements and orders but breaks 
new ground in the area of self-help by authorizing self-financing diversion 
programs. 

Texas is vitally interested in this legislation, as in all farm legislation. With 
turkey sales of over $18 million in 1957, Texas stood in fifth place with only 
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California, Minnesota, Iowa, and Virginia reporting greater sales. In terms 
of breeding flocks, Texas ranks second or third, being exceeded only by California 
and by Minnesota in some years. 

Texas breeders and turkey raisers are wholeheartedly in favor of this legis- 
lation. At the last meeting of the National Federation of Turkey Producers, 
delegates representing 90 percent of the industry voted in favor of this self-help 
plan. 

I find there is widespread support in my State for this bill which would permit 
the board representing the industry to collect marketing fees from all com- 
mercial producers of turkeys and engage in voluntary diversion operations as 
appropriate and necessary to stabilize the supply and price of turkeys. These 
diversion operations might take the form of the purchase and diversion of 
breeding hens, hatching eggs, or finally, market turkeys. No quotas are involved. 
There are no compulsory features. A majority of producers must approve any 
specific marketing order adopted. The Secretary of Agriculture has the usual 
supervisory and regulatory authority which he exercises in the administration 
of other orders. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope that your committee will take early and favorable 
action on this eminently reasonable self-help bill giving turkey producers in- 
creased bargaining power in the market place. 


UNITED STATES NENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS, 


July 14, 1958. 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 


Chairman, Senate Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
Washington, D.C. 

My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: I am writing to respectfully urge that your com- 
mittee give sympathetic and expeditious consideration to S. 3864, the National 
Turkey Marketing Act. 

As you are aware, this act is designed to enable the turkey industry to adept, 
and xdminister, a program to help resolve problems and brighten the economic 
outlook for producers of turkeys and turkey products. 

The industry, I believe, is to be highly commended for its efforts to assume 
responsibility for establishing such a self-help program. 

This legislation, of course, is of deep concern to our turkey growers in Wis- 
consin. Our State ranks eighth in turkey production in the Nation. In 1957, 
we produced more than 2,700,000 turkeys. According to estimates, the output 
for 1958 is expected to exceed 3 million. 

There is, I believe, real merit in the overall objectives of the program, which 
include: establishing a more orderly distributing and marketing program; 
providing a fair return for producers of turkeys and turkey products; expand- 
ing research to find better methods of producing, processing, and marketing; and 
otherwise improving the general economic outlook for the turkey industry. 

We realize, of course, that there are problems to be considered, such as: the 
adoption of an acceptable checkoff program to provide funds for research and 
promotion; the task of setting up machinery for carrying on needed research ; 
providing a “voice” in the program for appropriate segments of the industry; 
and generally assuring adoption of policies and practices that will serve both 
the turkey industry and the public. 

I am aware, too, that the proposed legislation, while initially an enabling 
act, may require some modification of its recommended “working principles”— 
prior to being put into effect in our economic system. 

Basically, however, I believe the bill, S. 3864, is a constructive approach that 
deserves sympathetic consideration by the Congress. In the interests of re- 


versing the economic decline in the turkey industry, I respectfully urge ex- 
peditious action on this legislation. 


With kind personal regards, I am 
Sincerely, 


ALEXANDER WILEY. 
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STATEMENT FILED By J. A. BAKER, DIRECTOR OF LEGISLATIVE SERVICES, NATIONAL 
FARMERS UNION 


We appear in support of the bills you are considering to stabilize turkey 
marketing and prices and to improve turkey producers’ income. 

Members of your committee are familiar, I am sure, with the statistical and 
economic situation of turkey producers. You are also familiar, I am sure, with 
the general outlines of the program of the National Farmers Union to enable 
farmers to acquire the market bargaining power required to make it possible 
for them to earn and receive a parity of income on their labor, capital invest- 
ments, and management commensurate with that earned in other segments of 
the economy. As you know, President Patton of the Farmers Union has been 
strongly urging the adoption of a comprehensive system of commodity programs 
based upon managed abundance, which, through market supply adjustments 
and proration, would enable farmers to acquire and use appropriate bargaining 
power to protect their prices and incomes. 

“Farmers Union is not interested in quibbling over words or details in this 
regard,” delegates to our recent national convention said. “Our interest is to 
cooperate with any who wish to join with us in developing programs of action 
to immediately raise farm income. We shall continue to support all such pro- 
posals and efforts.” 

The turkey income improvement bills before you are of the type we think 
are needed. We believe the proposal is completely workable, will operate at 
a minimum of cost to the Federal Government, will help eliminate unwanted 
and income-depressing surpluses, and will contribute to an adequate income for 
turkey producers within the goals of broad national interest. 

We urge your approval of the proposed legislation and that you recommend it 


be included in the comprehensive farm bill now being prepared by the full Com- 
mittee on Agriculture. 





NATIONAL TURKEY MARKETING ACT 


FRIDAY, JULY 11, 1958 


Unirtep States SENATE, 
SuBCOMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION, 
MARKETING, AND STABILIZATION OF PRICES, 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY, 
Washington, D. C. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10:10 a. m., In room 
324, Senate Office Building, Senator Milton R. Young presiding. 
Present: Senator Young. 
Senator Youna. The committee will be in order. 
We are pleased to have as our first witness this morning the distin- 
guished Senator from Alabama, Senator Hill. 


STATEMENT OF HON. LISTER HILL, A UNITED STATES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF ALABAMA 


Senator Hitt. Mr. Chairman, it is my pleasure this morning to 
present to the committee Mr. W. L. Walsh, executive secretary-treas- 
urer of the Alabama Poultry Industry Association, who comes here 
to express the opposition of our people in Alabama and particularly 
our poultry raisers, to the bill, S. 3864. 

I want to say this: That I have known Professor Walsh for many, 
many years. In fact, I think the Senator from North Dakota will be 
interested in the fact that when I was elected to Congress the first time, 
the community in which he lived and in which he was the high school 
»rofessor of Vocational Agriculture voted 100 percent for Lister Hill 

or Congress. This fact not only shows what good judgment he used 
Lut it shows what a fine, active, wonderful man he is. And he was a 
wonderful professor of agriculture at that school. 

Professor Walsh taught for a number of years. He is one of the 
finest and the very best teachers there is anywhere, and now, as I have 
said, he is serving as the secretary-treasurer of the Alabama Poultry 
Industry Association. 

We are distressed by what has happened to the cotton farmers down 
in Alabama and in the southeast section of the United States. We 
know that so many of them have been squeezed out of their homes and 
off their land. 

But we are very proud of the progress we have made in the pro- 
duction of poultry. We have made very definite progress and I do not 
think there is anyone down there who deserves more credit for that 
progress than Professor Walsh. 

So when Professor Walsh testifies before you today, I want to tell 
you, sir, that you will be hearing from a man who is dedicated to the 
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service of the people, a man who knows the subject firsthand, from 
experience and from long study and long work with the poultry in- 
dustry and a man who speaks with great authority. 

Senator Youne. Thank you. That is certainly a very nice recom- 
mendation. 

There will be inserted in the record at this point a letter addressed 
to Senator Warren G. Magnuson of Washington from — Rusk, 


executive secretary-treasurer of the Washington State Turkey Fed- 
eration. 


(The letter is as follows :) 


GRANDVIEW, WaSH., July 5, 1958. 
Senator WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 


Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR MAGNUSON: Thank you for your continued interest in the Turkey 
Marketing Act, S. 3684. We very much would like for you to present a statement 
to the committee in support of the bill. 

The benefit the Washington State turkey growers would like to gain and expect 
eventually to gain under a marketing order authorized by the Turkey Marketing 
Act is a reasonable profit on the birds they grow. 

We believe that all the things enumerated as provisions of the act will con- 
tribute to this objective, if and when they can be put into force by a marketing 
order. Two things in particular we believe can be accomplished quickly which 
will have a stabilizing effect on the market for turkeys: 

First, we can have more adequate funds for the continued promotion and 
market-development programs which have been so successful during the last 
10 years or so with the very limited funds which have been voluntarily con- 
tributed by a relatively small percentage of the growers. 

Second, we believe that the practice of using turkey as a nonprofit leader by 
the retail stores can be reduced. Under the act, funds would be available to 
provide a home for turkeys ready for market in the late summer when the 
demand is slack and buyers are able to obtain the birds they can sell at 39-cent 
promotions. These 39-cent birds set the tone for the fall market. We believe 
the consumers would take them just as well at 49 cents and the grower would 
have a little profit. Many sections of the United States do not have a strong 
market organization like the Washington Cooperative Farmers’ Association. 
They take any and all turkeys their members grow and market them in an orderly 
manner. 

We believe that results will be accomplished under this act that will attract 
the atttention of other segments of the agriculture industry. In fact, it seems 
the turkey folks with the “eat more turkey” campaign are followed by the “eat 
more beef, lamb, asparagus, etc.,” campaigns. 

James L. Rusk and Ralph H. Rusk, doing business as Rusk’s Turkey Hatchery, 
keep 3,000 to 4,000 turkey hens for hatching eggs, set 150,000 to 200,000 eggs 
per season, and sell up to 50,000 eggs for hatching. James L. Rusk operates 
Rusk’s Turkey Farm and usually grows 40,000 birds for market. 

James L. Rusk also farms 200 acres and grows corn, mint, asparagus, and is 
experimenting with currants, elderberries, and black-cap raspberries for juice. 

Rusk’s Turkey Hatchery also has 350 acres of alfalfa and specializes in high- 
protein alfalfa hay. 

Senator, the turkey industry in Washington is languishing. This is due partly 
to the fact that the big profits of the war years are gone. Many growers are 
satisfied with $1 per bird for profit and labor return. But now there are very 
few that get that much. Turkeys are a good crop on a diversified farm and 
should fit into many Columbia Basin operations. 

Yours truly, 
RAcPH RvUSK, 
Executive Secretary-Treasurer, 
Washington State Turkey Federation. 


Senator Younc. Mr. Zimmerman, it is nice to have you here. You 
may proceed. 
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STATEMENTS OF GORDON K. ZIMMERMAN, DIRECTOR OF RE- 


SEARCH; AND JOSEPH 0. PARKER, LEGISLATIVE CONSULTANT, 
NATIONAL GRANGE 


Mr. ZimmerMANn. Mr. Chairman, this is Mr. Joseph Parker, legis- 
lative consultant to the Grange. 


My name is Gordon Zimmerman, and I am research director of the 
Grange. 

We appreciate the opportunity to indicate our support of S. 3864. 
The National Grange favors the enactment of the proposed National 
Turkey Marketing Act. It is designed to enable producers to provide 
a supply of turkeys adequate to meet the needs of consumers, to main- 
tain orderly marketing conditions, and to promote and expand con- 
sumption of turkeys and turkey products. 

As with so many poultry and livestock commodities, the produc- 
tion and pricing of turkeys and turkey products has been marked by 
instability—especially i in recent years. 

Accelerated production one year is followed by sharp contraction 
the next. Prices climb, and then drop, conversely with changes in sup- 
ply. The net result is an erratic situation that is not beneficial either 
to producers or consumers. 

The proposed National Turkey Marketing Act would be a major 
step toward the correction of basic problems facing the turkey indus- 
try. We are aware that it may represent, to some degree, a different 
concept in farm-program development. The program embodied in 
the billl is a self-help program. 

While this is a departure from tradition, in that the bill would permit 
turkey producers to finance the operation of the program, the differ- 
ence from programs available for other commodities is only one of 
degree. 

The bill has the support of a majority of turkey growers. We in 
the Grange believe they should be commended for seeking such a spe- 
cialized commodity and self-help program as this one—and we be- 
lieve they should be given encouragement and assistance by enactment 
of S. 3864. 

We have little patience, Mr. Chairman, with critics who would at- 
tempt to condemn this proposed turkey legislation by calling it a 
“mandatory checkoff” bill, as has been done. Those who use this 
kind of term apparently do so with the intent, or belief, that the legis- 
lation may thereby be disparaged. The implication, apparently, is that 
there is something evil or un-American about the idea of producers 
financing their own programs. 

If an act of C ongress which will give producers the opportunity to 
finance and operate a program with their own funds for the purpose 
of research and market development is evil or un-American, then the 
Congress and a good many of us who have supported the Agricultural 
Marketing Agreements Act of 1937 must confess to this same sin. 

We refer, of course, to section 8 (c) (6) (1) of that act which pro- 
vides that an order issued under that act may contain terms or condi- 
tions— 


establishing or providing for the establishment of market research and develop- 
ment projects designed to assist, improve, or promote the marketing, distribution, 
and consumption of any such commodity or product, the expense of such projects 
to be paid from funds collected pursuant to the marketing order. 
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The provision I have just quoted was added to the Agricultural Mar- 
keting Agreements Act of 1937 by an amendment adopted as part of 
the Agricultural Act of 1954. 

The provisions of the proposed National Turkey Marketing Act 
relating to research and market development are no different from 
those which the Congress has already provided for the commodities 
covered by the Agricultural Marketing Agreements Act. 

It has been suggested by the Department of Agriculture, in testi- 
mony before a House committee, that the proposal in this bill—allow- 
ing turkey producers to raise funds for stabilization purposes—would 
be a departure from the experience and programs used over the years. 

We do not believe the departure is as great as the Department’s 
spokesmen indicate. 

There is no enormous difference, we believe, between effecting stabil- 
ization indirectly, by diverting temporarily excess supplies into other 
channels through the use of funds raised by the producers themselves, 
and directly, by restricting the volume which might be marketed at 
any period of time. 

Indeed, the principal difference would seem to be in the greater 
flexibility provided through the indirect method. 

However, if all this does constitute a change or departure, we sug- 
gest that it is a change in the right direction. 

Yesterday, Mr. C ‘hairman, the Department also testified that there 
had been insufficient time allowed to study this proposal, and yet Mr. 
Lennartson in his testimony indicated that the legislation had been 
developed over a period of 5 years. 

The Department was cognizant of this development. 

Senator Youna. That was the question I was going toask. Has this 
program been discussed extensively among the growers themselves? 

Mr. ZimMERMAN. Yes; particularly in recent years. 

Mr. Parker, who is with us here, has worked very closely in the 
development of this legislation and he could answer more accurately 
than I just how thoroughly it has been discussed among the producers. 

Senator Youna. I might say I have always had a vast respect for 
the Grange and its Washington legislative representatives. 

Mr. Parker. I might say, Senator Young, that I am not sure you 
were here yesterday when Mr. Crafts, the president of the Turkey Fed- 
eration, testified, but he did recite briefly the study that has been given 
to this measure by the entire turkey industry. 

Actually the general concept of attempting to do something for 
turkey producers—something akin to a marketing order—has been 
under discussion for several years. 

The draft of what is now S. 3864 has been under consideration for 
almost a year, I would say, and it has been circulated quite widely 
among all the turkey federations in each of the 48 States. After get- 
ting their views, the bill was taken up again at their annual meeting 
in January or February of this year, where it was discussed very 
thoroughly. All States and groups had an opportunity to make fur- 
ther suggestions. A few minor changes, not in principle but just in 
drafting techniques, were added and that is the bill. 

So it has had very thorough consideration, and I might say that 
at no time has the turkey federation attempted to keep the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture in the dark. 
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As a matter of fact, they started their discussions with the Depart- 
ment and attempted to get help from the Department, at least as 
early as, I believe, 2 years ago, something along this line, and we 
delivered copies of our draft early to the Department for study and 
they have had them available. And they have had these copies avail- 
able just as quickly as the members of the turkey federation, you 
might say, have had them available. 

So it is a matter that has received, I think, probably more advance 
study than measures usually receive, and let me say this: 

The second factor I think important here is, this bill is drafted 

very closely and based almost entirely upon the Federal Agricultural 

Marketing Agreements Act of 1937. The only fundamental differ- 
ence is that this bill is tailored to fit the needs and requirements of 
the turkey industry, whereas that act basically was drafted to meet 
the needs of other types of perishable commodities such as citrus 
fruits and tomatoes and potatoes and milk and walnuts and all such 
commodities. 

This bill differs from the Agricultural Marketing Agreements Act 
in that there are no controls in this bill. 

In other words, there can be no quotas imposed on any grower and 
there can be no regulation which would restrict the amount any 
grower could market. That is the fundamental difference between 
this—— 

Senator Youna. There will be no restrictions on the amount of 
turkeys any one grower can produce ¢ 

Mr. Parker. That isright. No restrictions. 

Senator YounG. How would you control marketing then ¢ 

Mr. Parker. You don’t control marketing as such. 

What is done by this bill is to provide a means of raising funds 
whereby a producer board, a board made up of producers but ap- 
pointed by the Secretary, would use these funds from time to time 
as they saw fit to divert temporary surpluses, maybe temporarily hold 
them off the market. Or the funds might be used to encourage the 

early marketing of breeder hens when the board saw that producers 
were getting too many to get them to the market and consumed rather 
than having them stay back at the farm producing March hatching 
eggs. 

And the board could encourage exports through export payments. 
This would not run afoul of any of the international agreements we 
have entered into whereas if the Government does it you would run 
into difficulty. 

Senator Youne. That is a good feature of the bill. 

How would you control produc tion ¢ 

Are there any controls at all? 

How would you discourage overproduction / 

Mr. Parker. The only discouragement of overproduction here is 
the fact that the producers are paying for the program themselves 
and there is authority in here to assess fees. 

So if you started to get runaway production you could increase the 
fees, which would be some deterrent on production. I don’t think 
this program would control overproduction by any means but it would 
be a deterrent, if there was some type of fee assessed, so that a person 
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would not just say “Well, I have got a lot of feed or I have got a 
company that will give me a lot of credit in feed so I will just go 
ahead and put in another thousand poults.” 

I mean it would be a discouragement to that extent, if there were 
a fee for each poult marketed. 

Senator Youne. That is a feature that I am greatly concerned 
about. It looks like the area of the Nation I represent is destined 
to have cheap feed-grain prices for a long while in the future. 

We are a long way from markets and one of our best bets out there 
is to increase our production of meats of all kinds. 

We can do it, 1 think, more cheaply than most areas of the United 
States and I would not want to do anything in this bill or any other 
legislation that would prevent these farmers from making a little 
money on turkeys when they cannot make it on the sale of feed grain. 

Mr. Parker. I think that is true. 

I don’t believe there is anyone in the grains or anyone in the Turkey 
federation that wants to do that either. They basically want to con- 
tinue to expand the number of their turkeys raised and the market. 
Mr. McPherrin testified yesterday that under a similar program, a 
State program in California, and with funds raised theonah a method 
of marketing out there, a State order, and using those funds in mar- 
ket- -development activities, that they have been able to double or to 
increase the per capita consumption in California to twice that of the 
Nation at large. 

Now we think that is possible not only through the rest of the 
Nation but in foreign countries. 

(Short recess.) 

Senator Youne. Do you want to proceed where you left off? 

Mr. Parker. There is a great possibility, we believe, in developing 
entirely new markets in the foreign countries. 

The American turkey is a product which is virtually noncompeti- 
tive with anything produced elsewhere in the world, with the excep- 
tion of Canada, 

Our turkeys are substantially different from those produced in other 
places of the world and our prices, we think, are competitive with 
most of the world. 

Senator Youn. Are we exporting a turkeys now? 

Mr. Parker. Up until 18 months ago, I don’t believe there had been 
any turkeys exported in commercial quantities except to Canada. 

But as a result of market-development work that is being carried 
out under Public Law 480, there has been an entirely new dollar mar- 
ket established in Germany. 

Substantial production is now going into Switzerland. We are 
hopeful that production will soon be going into Italy and into the 
Netherlands, and we are hopeful that that can be duplicated in other 
countries. 

Senator Youne. Would you and the turkey people be sponsoring a 
joint program such as, say, the wheat growers are, with foreign coun- 
tries using part of their own funds and part Public Law 480 funds to 
promote sales ? 

Mr. Parker. Yes; at the present time the entire poultry industry 
is organized and is cooperating with the Department in carrying out 
these market-dev elopment activities. We hope that these things can 
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be continued as opportunities develop, and I think that is one thing 
that can be done under this type of legislation similar to what the 
wheat growers have been doing in Japan and some of the far eastern 
areas. 

Senator Youne. All right. 

Do you want to proceed, Mr. Zimmerman ? 

Mr. ZIMMERMAN. Yesterday, Senator, the Department raised a ques- 
tion as to the so-called lack of standards for the authority of the 
Secretary over the fees, payments, budgets, and audit controls, and so 
on in the bill. 

As a matter of fact, in section 7, on page 17 of the bill, there is an 
almost blanket authority to the Secretary to promulgate the rules and 
regulations that are necessary. Our feeling is that it is adminis- 
tratively more desirable to grant to the Sec retary this kind of broad 
authority to establish himself, and on the basis of the experience the 
Department has had with other marketing agreements and orders, 
the audit control and budgetary requirements and rules and regula- 
tions with respect to the fees rather than to try to spell them out in 
detail in the act itself. 

We feel that the Department has had this experience and is prob- 
ably in a better position to indicate what these budgetary and audit 
controls should be, as well as regulations with respect to the collection 
and handling of the fees, than we might put into the act itself. 

To go back to the statement—for quite a while several of our farm 
programs have relied heavily on the restrictions inherent in acreage 
allotments, and in marketing quotas aimed at limiting the volume of 
product which might be marketed. 

In the main, these programs have been enforced through the impo- 
sition of a system of penalties. Regardless of the success or failure of 
such programs as they have been applied to other commodities, they 
have not been regarded as acceptable to turkey growers. 

The trend of turkey production and consumption is upward—it 
has more than doubled i in the past 10 years. The possibilities for even 
greater expansion in markets and in consumption is extremely good, 
we believe, if producers can be given the tools they need and seek in 
this legislation. 

Not only can domestic markets be expanded, but the possibilities for 
developing new foreign markets have scarcely been touched. 

The proposed National Turkey Marketing Act is designed to give 
turkey producers a self-help program with which they can do a better 
job of building markets and a better job of managing their own affairs. 
It would help them establish an orderly flow of supply into the market, 
avoid unreasonable fluctuations in supplies and prices, and thereby 
operate to the advantage of both producers and consumers. 

Senator Youne. And there would be no marketing orders? 

Mr. ZIMMERMAN. This would be a marketing order, in effect. 

Senator Youne. How would you deal with a small producer as dis- 
tinguished from a big producer ? 

Mr. ZIMMERMAN. At the end of the act there is the definition of pro- 
ducers as it bears on quantitative limitations. 

A producer of breeder hens and hatching eggs is any person who 
owns more than 10 breeder hens. In the case of market turkeys, any 
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person who produces more than 250 turkeys for market. If he produces 
less he would not be covered by the act. 

Senator Youne. But supposing 1 producer produced, say, 50,000, 
which I guess is not too uncommon, 10,000, at least, and another fellow 
1,000. They would both take the same percentage cut ¢ 

Mr. Parker. May I take this, Gordon, for just a moment ? 

Mr. ZIMMERMAN. Yes. 

Mr. Parker. There is not authority for them to impose a percentage 
cut, the only authority, the only regulation 

Senator Youne. Ishould say a limit. 

Mr. Parker (continuing). Would be to require them to pay a fee if 
they voted on it in a marketing order, so the fellow who had 50,000 
would have to pay on each of his 50,000 birds the same fee per bird as 
the producer who had a thousand. 

Senator Youne. And anyone could market—— 

Mr. Parker. Anyone could market all he wanted to. 

Senator Youne. That is a little different than milk marketing 
orders ¢ 

Mr. Parker. That is right. 

There are no restrictions here, and it would let an area like North 
Dakota, that may be an expanding area with plenty of actual feed 
supplies—you might have an economic advantage—because of the 
location and the available feed supply. 

You would get the benefit of that advantage under this proposed 
program, the same as you do right now, and conversely, I presume, 
you would have any detriments that you might now have; I mean, in 
being somewhat further away from market ts—things of that character. 

But this will not change to all the normal competitive relationships 
that exist. It will just give the turkey growers, as a group, an oppor- 
tunity to move in and temporarily, by way of purchase, maybe buy 
some supplies, hold them off the market temporarily, or to encourage 
their export by being able to make an export allowance of some type. 
maybe to offset freight or transportation and things of that character, 
and otherwise develop markets. 

Senator Youne. Thank you. 

Mr. ZrmmerMAN. As a general statement, the bargaining position 
of producers is best when there is a shortage of a commodity or when 
there is a reasonable balance between supply and demand. 

The producers’ bargaining position is weakest when there is an 
excess of supply over demand. Generally, we seem to operate in 
America on the proposition that farmers will at all times produce 
more than the demand, so that consumers will never run the risk of 
a real shortage. 

In providing this safety factor for consumers, farmers have been 
accepting for themselves the financial risk inherent in chronic sur- 
pluses. There is no evidence that this practice will be changed 
substantially. 

Turkey growers are not suggesting a shortage in the supply of 
turkeys. The self- help bill does not suggest such a shortage. The 
bill, however, does provide a method of handling any temporary 
excess supply or market gluts which could destroy stabilization and 
create damaging fluctuations in supplies and prices. 
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Senator Youna. The producer is always placed in a bad position; 
if he really wants a good market he should underproduce a little bit 
but if he would do that then he is condemned by the consumers. 

If you produce a little surplus then the price goes way down and he 
goes broke and if he asks for a little assistance 

Mr. ZimmMerMAN. It is very diflicult to have it both ways, is it not ? 

Senator Youne. Because there are so many hazards in the produc- 
tion of any farm commodity that you cannot control the production 
like you can in a factory line. 

Mr. Zimmerman. The key features of the National Turkey Market- 
ing Act are simply an extension of the philosophy of the Agricultural 
Marketing Agreements Act tailored to meet the needs and problems 
of the tur key business. 

The act would provide a way for producers themselves to finance 
a stabilization program consisting of surplus removal or diversion, 
plus research and market development. 

It provides for the establishment of a Marketing Board composed 
of producers appointed by the Secretary of Agriculture from nomi- 
nations made by producers. 

Yesterday Mr. Lennartson indicated that in the Department’s opin- 
ion the membership of this Board might be revised to provide for 
consumer representation and also representation from allied indus- 
tries. 

1 think a better argument might be made for having 1 or 2 con- 
sumer members on the Board, but after all, the reasoning behind a 
Board composed of producer membership is that the producers them- 
selves are paying for the program. 

Their funds are at stake, it is their business that is at stake. 

Senator Younc. You certainly would not want it loaded with a 
majority of processors / 

Mr. ZimmMerMAN. Hardly. We hardly believe that would be a fair 
representation on the Board. 

Senator Youne. That happens once in a while though. 

Mr. Zimmerman. The program does not embody any price sup- 
port or direct restrictions on the amount any producer may produce 
or market. 

It provides maximum opportunity for continued growth and ex- 
pansion of the turkey industry. 

We believe the a is workable and needed. It would operate 
at a minimum of cost to the Federal Government. It would assist 
producers to eliminate or avoid the effect of temporary or seasonable 
price depressing surpluses. It would encourage producers constantly 
to seek new and enlarged markets. 

We urge the committee to give its early approval to this legislation, 
and we hope that it may be enacted at this session of the Congress. 

Senator Youne. Would you object to a minority or some representa- 
tion by the consumers and processors ? 

Mr. ZimMeRMAN. Well—— 

Senator Youna. I think your point is well taken that this is a pro- 
gram financed by the producers themselves, but it would not be objec- 
tionable if they had some representation on their 

Mr. ZimmerMAN. The inherent nature of the turkey market, Sena- 
tor, is such that it seems to me it would be just plain bad business at 
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any time for this board in any manner, in the operation of this pro- 
gram, to attempt to over price turkeys to the consumer. 

My personal view is that there would be no objection on our part to 
having some consumer representation on the board, because I can’t 
imagine that the board or consumers would operate at cross purposes. 

I would like to have Mr. Parker’s view on that. 

Mr. Parker. Mr. Chairman, this general subject was considered at 
great length by the turkey growers in their various meetings. 

As Mr. Zimmerman said, in the first place these are entirely grower 
funds which are assessed among themselves and the only questions in- 
volved would be how they are going to expend them. 

Now, I know of no business in the Nation in which other persons 
have the right to decide how to spend somebody else’s money except 
the Government of the United States. 

Senator Youne. In fact, I don’t know of a single place where 
farmers have representation even on the Tariff Commission. 

Mr. Parker. And I was going to add, Mr. Chairman, that even so, 
farmers have very little representation in some of the agencies of 
Government that not only determine what markets farmers will have 
but what farmers will have to pay for the supplies that they buy. 

I think it would be a complete and unheard of departure to insist 
that any persons outside of the producer group have a right to be a 
member of the board. 

Now, in an earlier draft of this bill, on which I had something to 
do in the drafting, there was a section which did provide for some 
representation of allied interests, the belief being in some circles that 
producers need and want the closest cooperation of the distributive 
machinery. 

There is no dispute or division of objective and purpose between 
what the turkey growers want and the marketing machinery. They 
went it to function well but they did feel that since this involved 
their own funds that they were going to expend, that nonproducers 
should not be members of the board. To include nonproducers on 
the board would mean that producers could never discuss any problem 
at all without having certain people having advance notice. 

Maybe if they were going to decide that we should go out and pur- 
chase some turkeys, to temporarily hold them off the market, then 
any nonproducers on the board would have advance knowledge of 
that action, which would not be well. , 

There is provision in this bill, though, for the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture to appoint advisers from allied ‘industries to sit with the board 
from time to time, to discuss problems of how best to effectuate or 
improve merchandising, and there is provision where they can do 
that without running afoul of the antitrust law. 

We think that is desirable. But we don’t think it is desirable to 
appoint people who are not making any contribution, at least, to the 
board. 

Mr. ZimmerRMAN. Senator, we thank you for the opportunity to 
state our views on the bill. 

Senator Youna. Thank you. 

The next witness is Mr. Paul Thomas, president of the Southeastern 
Poultry & Egg Association, Sumter, S. C., and Mr. Harold Ford. 

Will you proceed ? 
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STATEMENT OF PAUL G. THOMAS, PRESIDENT, SOUTHEASTERN 
POULTRY & EGG ASSOCIATION, SUMTER, S. C. 


Mr. Tuomas. I would like to have the executive secretary of the 
Southeastern Association with me in case I should refer to the bill. 

I have a brief here from the Sumter Chamber of Commerce but in 
the interests of time I will just enter it for the record if you will allow 
it to be done. 

Senator Youne. Yes. 

(The statement is as follows :) 


I, Paul G. Thomas, am speaking as an active member of and for the Sumter 
Chamber of Commerce, Inc., Sumter, S. C. 


The Sumter Chamber of Commerce has long stood and worked for the prin- 
ciple of private initiative and endeavor. We do not feel that it is the duty or 
obligation of the Federal Government to tax one particular industry or business 
and use those funds to promote that industry or business to the detriment of 
others. We are, therefore, very definitely opposed to the principles involved 
in the proposed National Turkey Marketing Act. We are opposed and hope 
that this group will see fit to postpone or oppose positive action on this measure. 

We are opposed to this measure for the following reasons: 

1. It will force the promotion of an industry when it should be voluntary. 

2. It will tax all segments of the turkey industry to promote that indus- 
try over other and competing industries. 

3. It would tend to centralize control of promotion and plans for this 
important segment of agriculture. 

4. It would place restrictive controls over the entire industry to the 
detriment of the industry in certain sections of the country. 

5. It would place in the hands of the Secretary of Agriculture too much 
control of this industry. 

6. It would prohibit any producer from marketing his production unless 
he had first paid the “‘tax’’ which might be used in a manner opposite to his 
thinking. 

7. We feel that the adoption of this act would be detrimental to the 
poultry industry as a whole and would, therefore, be unfair and unjust 
to a large majority of the affected persons. 

The Sumter Chamber of Commerce opposes a National Turkey Marketing Act 
as an intrusion by the Federal Government in an area that should be reserved 
to private business. We, therefore, respectfully urge that your committee give 
a negative report to this proposal as being unfair, unjust, and to the damage 
of the industries involved and against the principles on which our great Nation 
was founded. 

Mr. Tuomas. I am Paul G. Thomas, of Sumter, S. C., owner and 
operator of Southeastern Turkey Ranch. I have been growing tur- 
keys for many years—starting in a small way in 1918, and increasing 
my operations gradually until now I am growing 135,000 turkeys 
this year, keeping 15,000 breeder hens, hatching the eggs laid by these 
hens, selling the poults therefrom in excess of the 135,000 kept for 
my own grow ing operation. 

T also operate a turkey -pr ocessing plant, processing and marketing 
my own and other growers’ turkeys. 

T am a past president of the South Carolina Turkey Federation, 
and a past president of the Four-State Dixie Poultry Exposition. I 
am now a member of the National Turkey Federation and have been 
since its beginning except during my period of service in World 
War II. 

It is a great organization, has capable leaders, and has achieved a 
great deal for the ‘turkey industry, but I cannot conscientiously agree 
with its position as regards the passage of this act. 
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At present, I am president of the Ten-State Southeastern Poultry 
and Egg Association, an organization representing the production of 
more poultry than any other organization in the world. 

We represent the 10 States of Virginia, West Virginia, Kentucky, 
North Carolina, Tennessee, South Carolina, Georgia, Florida, Ala- 
bama, and Mississippi. 

These 10: States are very dynamic and progressive in the production 
of poultry and turkeys, and they wish to be free to continue to grow 
in this respect without the interference and limitations that would be 
imposed by any type of national controls whether they be labeled 
Federal Government controls or bureaucratic controls supervised by 
the Secretary of Agriculture. 

We still believe that the law of supply and demand will rule, and 
any attempt to limit the operation of this natural law will produce 
only chaotic conditions as it has done with cotton, tobacco, and other 

crops controlled by artificial means or by any type of Government or 
other bureaucratic limitations. 

I am one of the pioneers and first promoters of commercial turkey 
production, having grown turkeys a number of years before there 
was a commercial “turkey industry. Ever since the turkey industry 
has been recognized as a commercial industry, it has expanded and 
grown, very largely, under conditions profitable to producers, and at 
prices reasonable to consumers. 

As a whole, producers of turkeys and other poultry have continued 
to reduce the cost of production and, with the exception of last year, 
have continued tu make reasonable profits on the production of tur- 
keys, and at the same time consumers have received a higher and 
higher quality of product at lower and lower cost at the retail level, 
until now turkey meat is one of the most economical and attractive 
meats to buy on the market. 

The passage ¢ of the Turkey Marketing Act would affect directly and 
indirectly all of the poultry industry. There would be groups pressing 
for the passage of a broiler marketing act, for commercial egg market- 
ing act, et cetera. 

The entire southeastern poultry industry has had a vigorous and 
prosperous growth. This prosperous growth has been obtained be- 
cause we have had no Government regulations as regards to production 
controls in poultry. 

Government regimentation on other agricultural industries such as 
cotton and tobacco caused m: ny farmers to turn to poultry for survival. 

Do we also want to invite destruction to one of the bright spots in 
agriculture by handing over to the Federal Government on a silver 
platter the complete control and management of our industry? 

Why any industry or area which wishes to continue to grow and be 
progressive would want to invite the Federal Government ‘to take over 
the management and place limitations on its freedom of action is in- 
conceivable to me, and to the Southeastern Poultry and Egg Associa- 
tion board of directors. 

Specifically, we believe interference by any outside agency with 
the natural law of supply and demand, of free competition, of effi- 
ciency, and industry know-how, will ultimately result in stagnation 
and, finally, destruction of our industry. 
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We oppose the passage of the National Turkey Marketing Act 
legislation for various reasons. Even if we could conceive of this 


act as having a minimum of Government controls in it, the fact still 


remains that the Secretary of Agriculture has the power under the 
act as now written: 

1. To select the members of the marketing board, even though from a 
list nominated by turkey people. The Assistant Secretary of Agri- 
culture, Don Paarlberg, in his brief and statement before the House 
Agriculture Subcommittee on Poultry and Eggs, on June 9, stated, 
in effect, that since the Secretary of Agriculture by necessity repre- 
sented all of the people, he needed to appoint board members to 
represent consumers, retailers, and other related industries. 

herefore, do you not see that the interests of the turkey industry 
will not be uppermost in the minds of all the board members? 

In the light of this, and with the responsibility of enforcing this 
act by the Secretary, do you not see the beginning of taking over more 
and more power from the turkey industry by the administrators of 
the proposed act ? 

2. To set, in effect, a ceiling on the price of our turkeys, as is spelled 
out in the act itself. 

3. To bring court action and to sue producers in Federal courts for 
alleged violations. 

4. To prevent turkey producers by various marketing orders, rules, 
and regulations from growing, hatching, breeding, or marketing 
turkeys in the manner they choose. 

5. To impose and collect fees from producers and handlers of turkeys 
and control the expenditures of these funds for the specific purpose. 
of limiting production and marketing of turkeys, and to pay for the 
tremendous cost of administering this act, which all of us know accord- 
ing to the experiences of Federal Government agencies will take a 
high percentage of any fees collected and leave little for the promotion 
and aid of the turkey industry. 

6. Finally, it is mandatory that the Secretary exercise his power to 
make all rules and regulations for enforcing the whole act. All this 
makes for handing over on a silver platter the complete control of 
our turkey industry. 

Can this be labeled under any term other than Government control ? 

Once the rank and file of our turkey producers realize the dangers 
of the provisions of this act, and how far reaching these provisions 
will go in limiting our freedom of action in managing our own busi- 
ness, I believe the vast majority will say “No,” and emphatically “No,” 
to its passage. 

Others appearing before this committee have made much of the 
majority vote at the National Turkey Federation Convention in St. 
Louis, Mo., in January of this year, claiming that vote to be in favor 
of this proposed act. The vote at St. Louis was not a vote for this 
act as is now proposed, but only for a general idea which was promised 
to be good for the industry by the promoters of this act. 

The proponents of this act have continued working on and revising 
this bill since the January vote, and made the final changes in it as 
late as May 19. How can they honestly claim that the St. Louis vote 
was for this act when it was finished 314 months later ? 
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A contract may be good for one party until the last single word 
is inserted—but that last word could spell disaster to either party. 
I believe this act, if passed, will prevent further development of our 
turkey industry and spell disaster by slow death. 

1. Specifically, it is the declared policy of the act itself to limit or 
control by some means or other the production and free marketing of 
turkeys (sec. 3, p. 2). 

2. The act would hand over to a few men the management and con- 
trol of the industry who in turn would be supervised, limited, and 
controlled by the Secretary of Agriculture. 

He in turn would, by necessity, be dependent upon his own staff for 
advice and counsel. 

Therefore, in the final analysis our ov industry would be con- 
trolled by a few Government officials in Washington (sec. 4 (e), p. 7). 

3. Collections and expenditures of moneys imposed on turkey pro- 
ducers would be in control of the Federal Government, and in all 
probability would end up in the Commodity Credit Corporation. 

A very high percentage of the funds collected would be used by the 
Government in the administration of the act, and very little left to 
help the turkey industry, as is most usually the case of Government 
expenditures and administration. 

There are no assurances in the act that the moneys collected would 
be handled fairly and proportionately throughout the various States 
and areas in accordance with the amounts so collected from each area 
or State (sec. 4 (d), (2), (6), (7), and (10) ). 

4, Section 4 (a) makes it mandatory that the Secretary of Agri- 
culture issue orders to enforce the act, thereby giving him the authority 
to “make the rules of the game,” thus bringing producers and handlers: 
of turkeys under direct control of the Secretary of Agriculture. 

5. Section 4 (d) and section 6 require Government bookkeeping and 
records and also give the Secretary of Agriculture the right to exam- 
ine and/or call for these books. 

6. Section 4 (d), (3) and (4) would prohibit anyone from growing 
or marketing turkeys except those complying with the act. If this is 
not Federal control what is it ? 

7. Section 4 (d) (13) spells out the attempt to control supply and 
promote consumption by Government marketing orders. 

8. Section 4 (e) provides for the selection of a marketing board by 
the Secretary of Agriculture from nominations made by the producers. 

However, the Secretary by necessity would have to rely on a very 
few individuals (possibly in many cases only one), as to whom to 
select; therefore, again our industry would actually be controlled by 
only a handful of men (possibly only 3 or 4). 

Would this be wise ? 

I am sure an honest answer would be “No.” 

9. Section 4 (f) makes it mandatory that the Secretary terminate or 
suspend the operation or the provision of the order if he feels the price 
of turkeys will reach parity, thereby, in effect, establishing a ceiling 
price on turkeys at parity or below. 

No buyer will speculate on prices going above parity under these 
conditions. 

Due to the seasonal nature of turkey marketing, it is essential that 
we have speculators at times to level out the demand. 
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10. Section 4 (h) (1) makes it mandatory that the Secretary termi- 
nate or suspend any order, if he feels it is not doing what he thinks 
it should. Therefore, the stability of our industry would be depend- 
ent on one man’s idea as to what is or is not good for our industry. 
There can be no stability under such hazardousconditions. = 

Senator Youne. You have that situation now though in milk and 
many of the fruits and vegetables? 

Mr. Tuomas. Yes, sir. I am not too familiar with those orders, 
but from what I heard, I think that is true and I certainly agree with 

ou. 

Section 4 (j), (1) and (2), gives the Secretary final authority on 
interpretation and application of any order. 

The only recourse the producer has is to go to a Federal court. 
With recent experiences of Federal courts’ rulings in mind, do we 
wish them to enter the turkey industry also? 

I am sure you do not wish this, 

12. Section 4 (k) exempts members of the marketing board from 
liability for errors in judgment, mistakes, or other acts except in- 
dividual acts of dishonesty or crime. Therefore, the board could 
act irresponsibility, or for their own benefit, or for the sole benefit 
of certain concentrated growing areas without fear of accountability 
or punishment. 

Due to only 5 States having 42 votes out of approximately 90 votes 
in the National Turkey Organization, you can readily see how many 
nonconcentrated and nonspecialized turkey areas and States could 
be squeezed out of the foal business by the overwhelming voting 
power of relatively few highly concentrated and highly specialized 
States or areas. 

13. Section 5 places enforcement in the hands of the Secretary and 
gives him the power to set up rules for enforcement, plus giving the 
Secretary the right to institute suits against producers in Federal 
courts. 

14. Section 7 makes it mandatory that the Secretary make rules and 
regulations necessary to carry out the provisions of this National 
Turkey Marketing Act. 

It is here that the turkey industry is turning over to the Secretar 
of Agriculture, and consequently to the Federal Government, all 
controls of our turkey industry. 

Right here is where we are turning over our freedom of action to 
operate our own business according to our own experience. 

If the Federal Government has the power to set up the rules of the 
game, we have no choice except to operate in accordance with the 
Federal Government’s regulations. 

What turkey producers expect this act to do will, in all probability, 
be far different from what it will actually do after it gets into opera- 
tion under Government administration. 

The whole poulty industry felt we had a reasonable compulsory 
Federal Poultry Inspection Act until rules and regulations were issued 
for its administration, and then we found we had something almost 
impossible to live under, and far different from what we had thought 
the Inspection Act would be like. 

If we look honestly at the phases of agriculture “saddled” with any 
type of marketing orders or controls, we will find them neither grow- 
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ing nor making any satisfactory progress, but instead, they are, for 
the most part, dying enterprises. 

_ It is significant that after the Southeastern Poultry & Egg Associa- 
tion announced its position to oppose the passage of the Turkey Mar- 
keting Act that a number of State turkey federation organizations had 
meetings and took a second look at the bill as proposed—not at the 
general idea promised in St. Louis—and then changed their position 
from that of supporting the act to that of opposing the act. 

We believe that the turke producers of the country would be much 
better off over the “long pull” if they work out their own promotional 
program without Government involvement, setting up regional offices 
to promote turkeys and to collect funds from all segments of the 
industry, including allied industries, making a profit directly or in- 
directly from the turkey industry. 

The Poultry and Egg National Board has increased its effectiveness 
tremendously since it has set up regional offices to promote consump- 
tion of poultry and to collect moneys for the purpose. 

The broiler industry and broiler consumption have increased much 
faster than the turkey industry or turkey consumption. The Na- 
tional Broiler Council is collecting large sums of money and is doing 
a great job in the promotion of the broiler industry and consumption 
of broilers. 

Through the years the turkey industry has gone through many 
changes and has made progress. These changes and advancements 
have been without controls or restrictions. They have been made 
through individual prerogative and initiative. 

We feel that the turkey industry has not reached the pinnacle of 
achievement and, therefore, feel that any legislation that may tend 
to obstruct progressive development of the industry or hinder normal 
change would be undesirable. 

It is the unanimous opinion of the Southeastern Poultry & Egg 
Association board of directors and most of its members that the pas- 
sage of this act would be detrimental to the turkey and poultry indus- 
try which has grown to be the third largest agricultural industry in 
our Nation. That third place was attained under freedom of enter- 
prise—not under Government legislation. 

The progress and growth of the turkey industry was made without 
Government regimentation, and we believe the long-term economic 
stability of the turkey industry will be maintained only under free 
competitive conditions. 

Thank you very much for allowing us to appear. 

Senator Youne. How many members do you have in your asso- 
ciation ? 

Mr. Harotp FE. Forp, Southeastern Poultry & Egg Association. 
Mr. Chairman, we are far less than 10,000 at the present time; slightly 
under 10,000. 

Senator Youne. In how many States? 

Mr. Forp. Ten States. 

Senator Youne. Yes. 

Do you have anything further? 

Mr. Tuomas. I have nothing further at this time. 

Senator Youna. Thank you. 

The next witness is Marvin Johnson, North Carolina Turkey 
Federation. 
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STATEMENT OF MARVIN JOHNSON, NORTH CAROLINA TURKEY 
FEDERATION, ROSE HILL, N. C. 


Senator Youne. Would you like to file your statement and sum- 
marize it? 


I think most of the points have been brought out and I would sug- 
gest that you might emphasize any new points that have not been 
thought of, which you think have not been touched on. 

Mr. Jounson. I do not think it will work if you are pushed for 
time. I will file my statement. I would like to say this—— 

Senator Youne. Fine. 


Mr. Jounson. One reason it will not work is that you can build 
a turkey industry up and raise the price and the better you make it 
the more people you will have getting in it, and so you would have to 


have quotas of some kind; I mean it would eventually lead to quotas, 
price control and quotas. 


I will file my statement. 
Senator Youne. Just proceed and add anything else you want to. 


Your whole statement will be placed in the record but feel free to 
add anything you want to. 


Mr. Jounson. I will just submit it if you will let it go into the 
record. 


Senator Youne. Thank you, sir. 
(The complete statement of Mr. Johnson is as follows:) 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Marvin Johnson. 
I am a turkey producer and hatcheryman from Rose Hill, N. C. I would like to 
thank the committee for allowing me to present the views of the turkey growers 
of North Carolina, whom I represent as a director of the North Carolina Turkey 
Federation. When we heard that a bill of this kind was in the making we called 
a meeting of all of the growers in the State. 

After much study and discussion of the proposal now before this committee, 
the group decided that we did not want the turkey industry shackled with re- 
strictions of this kind. 

We believe that the only way to make progress in this enterprise is to stick 
to the basic laws of supply and demand under which every producer will be 
looking for a better and a cheaper way to put a quality product on the market, 
so that he can compete pricewise with other meats and still make a reasonable 
profit. Otherwise, the housewife, who is our boss, will not buy our product 
and we will face economic extinction. 

Mr. Chairman, I am a turkey farmer and not a lawyer. I do not profess to 
understand all of the broad, indefinite language in this bill. I have read it over 
many times and I have discussed it with our counsel, however, and it seems to 
us that the language is broad enough to permit the Secretary of Agriculture 
to set up marketing quotas which will lead to some degree of artificial price 
control. If this is not the case, we still oppose it on the grounds that it is the 
head of the camel stuck well under the flap of the tent. We are convinced that 
if this legislation is adopted, marketing quotas will follow hard on its heels— 
if not by administrative orders, then by subsequent legislation. 

This bill calls for the collection of a fee or assessment against the producers 
to be used for buying our surplus or overproduction. The word “fee” or “assess- 
ment” is just a nice way of saying tax. Suppose this is undertaken for 1 year 
without placing any control on the quantity of birds to be produced. Human 
nature and the laws of supply and demand being what they are, the result would 
be an even larger production and an even larger surplus for the following year. 
This would lead inevitably to the establishment of some measure of control over 
production. Quotas would simply have to be set up or the program would fall 
flat on its face. The people who supported quotas in the 1957 bill are the ones 
who are supporting this legislation today. 

Suppose those who operate this program should decide to buy off 10 percent 
of the breeder hens and thus create a shortage of baby turkeys. Who would 
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police the order and see that each producer was cut the 10 percent and not 100 
percent? As a result you would have new hatcheries going up all over the 
country to fill the short supply of poults. 

Mr. Chairman, the turkey industry does not exist in a vacuum. We are an 
integral part of the economy of our country. As independent producers we 
compete not only with each other, but also with the producers of other meats. 
If a system of production quotas and artificial price supports is set up to control 
the turkey industry, so as to create an artificial shortage and thus raise the level 
of prices we receive, where will we stand competitively with reference to the 
producers of other meats which the housewife can and does buy? I do not 
believe that our Federal Government should be put in the position of promoting 
one food product at the expense of other food products. 

I grew up on my father’s farm where I learned how to produce flue-cured 
tobacco. It was our main crop. When I became of age and began to farm for 
myself the only way I could get into the tobacco business was to buy some farm- 
land with a tobacco allotment on it or to rent some acreage at a high price from 
someone else, although I owned farmland myself. I did not feel that this was 
fair to the younger generation—nor do I feel it would be fair to them to keep 
them out of the poultry industry simply to protect those of us who happen to 
be in it. 

Production control of the tobacco industry has resulted in the loss of a large 
share of our foreign market to other producers who are not under control by this 
country or by anyone else. If we place Federal controls on the turkey industry 
and not on other meat-producing operations, we in the turkey industry are going 
to wake up one morning and see the same thing happen to us within the bound- 
aries of our own country. If turkeys are priced out of the market, people are 
going to eat the meat they can afford. Where will that leave those of us who 
are now making our living by producing turkeys? 

The turkey industry is not in bad shape. We don’t need any help from the 
Government. We have all made good money in this business for a long period of 
years. The only people you hear yelling about low prices and high costs in the 
industry are the inefficient producers which, it seems to me, this legislation is 
designed to reward at the expense of those of us who have been able to show a 
fair profit in spite of competitive conditions. It does not make sense to me 
to reward inefficiency when the history of our capitalistic system proves that 
the way to build a strong and healthy economy is to permit the able and the 
efficient to earn their own just reward in a free country. 

The history of the turkey industry has been a very good one. The only 
year that has been even close, pricewise, was the fall of 1957, and I have records 
to prove the efficient producer, who really did a bangup job, made a fair return 
on his money. With a history of this kind behind us, I am ashamed that some 
of my fellow producers, after only 1 close year, would turn their backs on this 
industry and sit down and ery like babies for Government help. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill provides for severe penalties against any producer 
who fails to comply with the marketing orders it authorizes. If this bill should 
become a law and if the turkey growers of the country knew that they could 
be tried in Federal court and be subject to fines, even imprisonment, they would 
be the maddest bunch of people you have seen in this country in a long, long 
time. 

I attended the annual convention of the National Turkey Federation in St. 
Louis in January of this year, when this proposal was discussed. No one at this 
meeting could tell us exactly how it would work or if it can possibly work under 
any circumstances. We were told only that it was “good legislation’’ and that 
we ought to ask our representatives to support it. The rank and file members of 
the convention were not permitted to vote on this question. Thus very few are 
in a position to speak with certainty about their true feeling in this matter. I 
can say only that I personally talked to individual producers at this convention 
who are absolutely opposed to it and want no part of it. 

Mr. Chairman, the future looks very bright to us. Our industry is prosperous 
and growing. We are operating at a profit. The turkey growers of North Caro- 
lina ask only that they be left alone, and that you not place this additional tax 
burden on our business. 

We respectfully urge you and the honorable members of this committee not 
to take our birthright from us by approving this bill. 

I thank you. 
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Senator Younc. The next witness is Mr. W. L. Walsh, of Mont- 
gomery, Ala. } 

You are the gentleman about whom my good friend Senator Hill 
made such favorable comments. 


STATEMENT OF W. L. WALSH, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY-TREAS- 
URER, ALABAMA POULTRY INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION, MONT- 
GOMERY, ALA. 


Mr. Watsu. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate those remarks by Senator 
Hill. I think he was being nice. 

Senator Youna. He isa mighty good Senator. 

Mr. Watsu. Mr. Chairman, we have a short statement that I will 
file for the record in order to conserve time. 

I might say that our organization is made up of the Alabama Tur- 
key Association, Alabama Hatcheries Association, Alabama Feed 
Association, Alabama Poultry Processors Association, and the Ala- 
bama Poultry Producers Association. 

We have in Alabama an overall organization working together 
for the poultry industry and I have here a statement by the president 
of the Alabama Turkey Association and one by our overall API 
organization which we will be glad to file with you and in conserving 
time we will be glad to have those inserted in the record. 

Senator Youne. I don’t want to hurry you too much but we are try- 
ing to finish before noon. 

have to go to another committee this afternoon and we will have 
to recess this morning. 


(The statements in full of Mr. Walsh and of Mr. Wilson are as 
follows:) 
STATEMENT oFf W. L. WALSH 


Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, my name is W. L. Walsh. I am 
executive secretary-treasurer of the Alabama Poultry Industry Association, with 
headquarters in Montgomery, Ala. 

The Alabama Poultry Industry Association is an organization of turkey, broiler, 
and egg producers; hatcherymen; feed dealers; and poultry processors. The 
Alabama Turkey Association, Alabama Hatchery Association, Alabama Feed As- 
sociation, Alabama Poultry Processors Association, and the Alabama Poultry 
Producers Association are all affiliated with our APIA. Each of the above 
affiliated associations have two or more representatives on our overall APIA 
board of directors and all are unanimous in opposition to S. 3864, the National 
Turkey Marketing Act, as it is now written. Our board of directors are on 
record as being opposed to any form of Government controls on poultry or 
poultry products. 

The Turkey Marketing Act is no more than a mild form of control which 
could let the gap down for extended and permanent controls. Our poultry in- 
dustry has never received any form of Government subsidy and we want none. 
We want to continue to operate under our freedom of enterprise system and let 
the law of supply and demand continue to be our guide in the production and 
marketing of our poultry products. Our industry has grown to be one of the 
largest in the United States and it will continue to grow and prosper if not 
handicapped by controls. From past experience we are aware of the fact that 
segments of agriculture which have been saddled with controls (or marketing 
orders) over the years are not dynamic and growing. 

The success or failure of any marketing order depends on how it is adminis- 
tered. There are so many things such as costs, rules and regulations, changes 
of regulations, imposing of fines, enforcement of regulations, ete., that are yet 
to be spelled out before the proposed National Turkey Marketing Act can be put 
to work. Such costs could run out of line and leave no moneys for promotional 
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work and the purchase of surpluses. We need only to mention the recent poul- 
try-inspection bill which is now much different than we thought it would be 
when testifying for its passage. 

Our Alabama Poultry Industry Association board of directors concur in the 
statement filed by the Alabama Turkey Association in opposition to 8. 3864, the 
National Turkey Marketing Act. We are also in accord with the statement of 
the Southeastern Poultry & Egg Association in their opposition to this same act. 

We believe it unwise at this time to continue to add other control responsibili- 
ties to our Federal Government. This can only add up to chaos in the years to 
come. 

We respectfully urge that the committee not take any action on this Marketing 
Act. In so doing you will help to preserve our free-enterprise system and at the 
same time save our Government a lot of headaches. 

I appreciate the opportunity you have given me to express the views of the 
Alabama Poultry Industry Association on this vital matter. 


STATEMENT FILED By M. E. WILSON, PRESIDENT ALABAMA TURKEY ASSOCIATION 


The turkey growers of Alabama are now, and have been all the time, against 
the passage of the National Turkey Marketing Act. We are against the act for 
the following reasons : 

1. We think it is unwise to continue adding responsibility to our Federal 
Government. This can only add up to chaos in years to come. 

2. Anything done from a national level to regulate the number or amount 
of any crop, fowl, or commodity only brings about confusion and maybe a 
delay in price changes. Supply and demand are the only things that will 
actually set price in the long run. We of Alabama have just about put our- 
selves out of the cotton business by going along with a Government program. 
I know that promoters of this bill would say there are to be no quota, etc. 
In the end it would amount to the same thing. 

38. As you well know, Alabama is climbing in broilers faster than any 
State in the Union. Why? Because we can produce them cheaper. Turkey 
production is just beginning to climb. It is our belief that we will be growing 
a larger number of turkeys within a few years. The proposed Marketing 
Act would make it practically impossible for us to expand against the 
larger producing areas. 

As turkey producers, we trust that you will use every effort to see that the act 
is killed where it is, so as to preserve our Government, do away with confusion, 
and let the old system of free enterprise have its way. Let those who can pro- 
duce the cheapest do so, without having Federal strings on them. 

With these remarks, we put our trust in you for looking out for our interest. 


Senator Younc. Mr. Turner, administrative assistant to Senator 
Talmadge. 


STATEMENT OF KENNETH H. TURNER, ADMINISTRATIVE 
ASSISTANT TO SENATOR TALMADGE 


Mr. Turner. Senator Talmadge asked me to come by and present 
to the committee Mr. Morgan Milner, who will testify in opposition 
to this bill, representing the Georgia Turkey Growers Association, 
and also the Georgia Poultry Federation. Mr. Milner is from Macon, 
Ga., and I think it suffices to say that in Georgia when we think of 
turkeys we think of Mr. Milner. He has been a pioneer and he has 
an intimate knowledge of this industry. 

Thank you very kindly. 

Mr. Milner. 
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STATEMENT OF H. MORGAN MILNER, REPRESENTING THE GEORGIA 
TURKEY GROWERS ASSOCIATION AND THE GEORGIA POULTRY 
FEDERATION, MACON, GA. 


Mr. Miner. Mr. Chairman, I do have a prepared statement here. 

Senator Youne. These statements are not long, if you prefer to 
read them. 

Mr. Miner. Mine is short, and if you do not object, and there is 
time, I would like to read this statement. 

I am speaking for the Georgia Turkey Growers Association as well 
as the Georgia Poultry Federation. 

The industry in Georgia appreciates the opportunity to present its 
opposition to the National Turkey Marketing Act. 

The proponents of this bill have had a lot to say about the over- 
whelming majority of the State delegates voting for this act at their 
national convention last January. The Georgia Turkey Growers 
Association is one of those States that voted for this idea. 

I wanted to call your attention to this fact since our position today 
is different from what it was last January. 

Our State representatives to the national meeting voted against the 
idea at first but then changed his vote to “yes” after the picture was 
painted so bright to him. He voted in good faith for the idea that 
was presented. However, when the turkeymen of our State read the 
act in its final form as introduced on May 21, 1958, we knew that it 
was not the pretty picture that had been painted and that it was not 
what the turkey industry needed. 

The industry in Georgia is in complete agreement with the South- 
eastern Poultry and Egg Association statements of opposition to this 
legislation as now written. 

We are concerned over the many questions that the proponents 
have failed to answer and we feel that answers should be given to 
the problems that go with managing a program of this type before 
its enactment. 

Our industry is buying a “pig in a poke” when we accept this legis- 
lation because we do not know how it will work nor has anyone 
presented any figures as to the cost of the program and the cost to 
the farmer. Our industry isa large one. This act calls for a serious 
change in our method of operating. We cannot afford to go into this 
problem blind with hopes of solving the problems later. Give our 
industry the answers and a complete story before taking any favor- 
able action on this legislation. 

It has been estimated by some of the proponents of this act that 
$3 million will be needed to carry out a program of this type. 

Gentlemen, that means that the turkey producer who needs all this 
will be taxed $3 million. If placing this additional tax burden on our 
shoulder is your way of helping the turkey growers—then we do not 
want your help. 

Let us be realistic. How far will $3 million go to buy dressed tur- 
keys off the market? There are some individual producers that have 
more turkeys than this amount of money would buy. 

How far would this tax money go for buying eggs off the market? 
It wouldn’t even be noticed. 
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Proponents of this bill have said that the grower will be in complete 
charge of this program and that no changes can be made without their 
consent. Yet, this is not what we read in the act. The act tells me 
that the Secretary of Agriculture has the authority to promulgate 
such rules and regulations as are necessary (sec. 7, p. 17). 

I thank you for your time and interest in behalf of our industry. 

Senator Youne. Mr. Milner, I take it that you are not opposed to 
the idea itself, that you just do not believe that the program will work 
out satisfactorily ? 

Mr. Mizner. We just do not want any controls. We think this will 
lead to Government in the turkey business and we people in Georgia 
just do not want that. We think we can get along very well. We 
have made money in the turkey industry. We have grown in Georgia 
in a small way. We are small producers as compared to the whole, 
but we are growing and our turkeys are profitable. Our farmers have 
lost their cotton acreage, have lost peanut acreage and tobacco acre- 
age, and very frankly we need something to live on and we think 
if the Government gets into the turkey business we will have the same 
thing happen to it that happened to the cotton, tobacco, and peanuts, 
and we just do not want that to happen. 

Senator Youne. You have many small producers in your associa- 
tion ? 

Mr. Miner. Yes. It is made up of small producers. We have no 
large producers. I suppose one of the processors, Tennessee Egg Co., 
is probably the largest producer. They produce on contract. 

They place out a thousand or two thousand, I think the largest in- 
dividual producer the Tennessee Egg Co. has is about 4,000, so it is 
made up of small producers of farm owners. They are small farms, 
and for many of them it is their only means of livelihood since they 
have no cotton acreage. 

A young man today just cannot go to raising cotton or tobacco un- 
less he buys a farm with acreage allotment on it, or leases a farm or 
he is out of the business. 

If the same thing happens to our poultry industry—incidentally, 
Georgia is the largest broiler producer State in the Nation and poultry 
is our largest cash income in Georgia. It is the No. 1 agricultural 
crop. 

Senator Younes. I did not realize that. 

Mr. Mizner. So we in the poultry industry, as a whole, in Georgia 
are very fearful of this thing for the simple reason that if it happens 
and is used as somebody has suggested on the turkey industry as a 
guinea pig, we are very much concerned as to what will happen later 
in case it is extended to our entire industry. 

Senator Youne. Is that all? 

Mr. Mitner. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Youne. Thank you. 

I would like to call a North Dakota witness next, Mr. Arthur Lanz. 

Mr. Lanz has the distinction of not only being the top authority 
in the poultry business and the turkey business in North Dakota, but 
he is also Mayor of the city of Devils Lake. 

Will you proceed ? 
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STATEMENT OF ARTHUR LANZ, DEVILS LAKE, N. DAK. 


j Mr. Lanz. Senator Young, I will read this statement if it is satis- 
actory. 

Senha Youne. Yes, where they are short, I think it is better to 
read them. 

It will save time and you will probably do a better job. 

Mr. Lanz. I am Art Lanz of Devils Lake, N. Dak. I have been 
growing turkeys since the early twenties. 

At present we annually produce about 200,000 poults, grow 18,000 
turkeys to maturity, and keep 3,000 breeder hens. During the last 
several years I have served as chairman of the North Dakota Poultry 
Improvement Board, secretary of the North Dakota Turkey Federa- 
tion, and have been a director of the National Turkey Federation. 

At present the State of North Dakota has voluntarily paid in ad- 
vance its designated quotas both for the eat-more-turkey promotional 
program, and turkey research programs. May I point out further 
that the State I represent was the first in the Nation to protect pro- 
ducers by requiring that all stock sold in the State be blood tested. 

This was a protection for producers. 

North Dakota also was the first in the Nation to have a Federal- 
State poultry inspection service. This is presented not to boast of 
our accomplishments, but to indicate the group I represent, the North 
Dakota Turkey Federation, is progressive, participates in voluntary 
programs, and cooperates with governmental agencies. 

Senator Youne. I believe these are some of the major pieces of 
legislation that you high pressured me on when I was a member of the 
State senate, weren’t they ¢ 

Mr. Lanz. No high pressure. 

Senator Young. Persuaded then. 

Mr. Lanz. We agree wholeheartedly with the intent and the lauda- 
ble objectives of the proponents of this bill. 

Might I say in connection with that that in the State of North 
Dakota we have for 19 years operated under a law that sets up a 
board that might be comparable to this. 

All the financial sources come directly from the industry and are 
charged against that industry by the group representing it. 

We believe the philosophy to be sound. 

We believe that industry and Government can serve each other. 

Before jumping to conclusions perhaps it would be in order to ex- 
amine the facts: The bill in question was presented to the industry just 
prior to the St. Louis meeting. Time had not permitted adequate dis- 
cussions on State levels. The much heralded vote was the opinions 
of those present without first giving the proposal detailed study. Fol- 
lowing this meeting the producers in our State were asked to express 
their views on the legislation. Their conclusions were these: 

(1) Marketing orders without production controls are meaning- 
less—controls are undesirable. 

And they were opposed to controls. It has been testified previously 
this morning that the marketing orders actually could deter produc- 
tion and therefore would be ineffectual controls. 
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(2) Utopia in the turkey industry, a system that would provide 

everyone with a guaranteed, continuously profitable enterprise, is 
neither possible or desirable. 
(3) An acceptable plan would be a checkoff for promotion to sell 
the ae on a competitive or free market against other products. 
Such a program would continue to benefit the consumer and economical 
production would be the result. 

(4) Turkey production, like other farm commodities, shifts con- 
stantly to areas of economical production. Any attempt to safeguard 
present production areas would be both ridiculous and costly. 

(5) Such an act may help to place the industry in the hands of a 
few large, highly specialized operators in limited areas. 

(6) The idea was commendable and had merit but the facts avail- 
able indicated the proposed legislation requires more study and is 
not the best vehicle to do the job and therefore unanimously voted for 
 atieene 

The fact that the Minnesota Turkey Association approved this pro- 
posal, while the producers in my State unanimously opposed it, indi- 
cates that there is a considerable conflict of opinion among the pro- 
ducers. 

In view of this, it would seem desirable, in fact, necessary, that fur- 
ther studies be made before such a far-reaching program as this is 
adopted. 

I do sincerely appreciate the opportunity given me to express the 
position of the veak and file of turkey growers in my State to the Na- 
tional Turkey Marketing Act. 

This, gentlemen, is my brief statement. I do hope that you have 
received the impression that the area I represent is aware of the prob- 
lem that we have pioneered some of the most progressive advance- 
ments in the industry in recent years; that we do agree with the intent 
and the objectives of the bill; that in the opinion of producers in our 
State, legislation as drawn would provide no solution, but would bind 
them with redtape and be an obstacle to continued progress. To my 
knowledge there is not one vote for it in the State of North Dakota. 

That concludes my testimony. 

Senator Youne. Would you think, though, that after further study 
and maybe some changes that producers of our State would approve 
of legislation of this kind? 

Mr. Lanz. I believe that they would. It was the thinking of the 
folks in the State that the industry should not enter into the economics 
of controlling turkey production which this would do according to the 
intent and discussion that it would do, as suggested and proposed 
this morning. 

You will recall, Senator, about 2 years ago I called you regarding 
an appropriation of about $75,000 to get facts regarding the turkeys 
banded, the egg set, the poults hatched in major areas to give the in- 
dustry a picture week by week so they could judge the settings and 
we would have no overproduction. 

Senator Youne. I remember. 

Mr. Lanz. You acted favorably on that bill. The proponents at 
that time said that would answer all trouble. That was in effect 
last year, and what happened is a matter of history. So what happens 
in some people’s heads is not actually what happens in the country. 














NATIONAL TURKEY MARKETING ACT 79 


We therefore question the advisability of any group—I do not 
question whether the industry could do much better than the Gov- 
ernment in putting in controls and supporting it and pulling it out 
of a bad hole, and once we support or draw off or siphon off any pro- 
duce from any sec‘ion of it, we set a pattern whereby folks will in the 
future continue to produce greater amounts. 

That is the chief objection the State had to it. 


Senator Youne. It does have one good feature at least, that of pro- 
moting the sales. 


Mr. Lanz. It has some very fine features. We agree with the phi- 
losophy of it. We think that it is admirable in many respects. 


Senator Youne. Thank you for a very good statement. I wish I 
had a little more time. 


Mr. Ford, you had a statement you wanted to make? 


STATEMENT OF HAROLD E. FORD, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, SOUTH- 
EASTERN POULTRY & EGG ASSOCIATION, DECATUR, GA. 


Mr. Forpv. Mr. Chairman, I want to present a statement by Mr. 


Harry C. Carbaugh, president of the Tennessee Egg Co. I will not 
read his statement. 


STATEMENT FILED By Harry C. CARBAUGH, PRESIDENT, TENNESSEE 
Eee Co., CHATTANOOGA, TENN. 


As president of the Tennessee Egg Co., of Chattanooga, Tenn., please let me 
say that we ourselves produce around 15,000 turkeys annually and have approxi- 
mately 50,000 turkeys produced under a contract basis with individual pro- 
ducers. We also purchase annually an additional 100,000 turkeys for processing. 

To be assured that turkey prices would not go below the cost of production 
and possibly show a profit under the parity formula would be a pleasant thought 
to me. To be a realist, however, one must realize that no such guaranty can be 
obtained through legislation unless the industry is placed under complete regi- 
mentation. 

The question arises as to the reason for the proposed regulation of the turkey 
industry, and undoubtedly it must be, because there are those who feel that 
turkey producers have not received a fair share of income and that the industry 
is more or less in distress. What other reason could there be for incurring the 
time and expense of the Government and of the industry itself? 

To look at the facts, if we go back over the past 10 years, studying prices 
received by turkey producers, I believe we will find that there is a good average 
in favor of profits for producers in return for raising turkeys. Looking at the 
market for 1948 through prospects for 1958, we will find a minimum of turkeys 
having been sold at a loss to producers. Let us look at the figures for 1957—a 
low year for turkey prices, and undoubtedly some losses were sustained. But 
let us look at the present-day turkey price and prospects for this fall and winter. 
The crop in 1958 will be less than in 1957, and while prices will not be high 
undoubtedly they will be above a year ago. History, therefore, shows that turkey 
producers quickly adjust their production to bring about more favorable prices 
and there has been no long period of depression in prices. In addition, the 
consumption of turkeys ‘has expanded yearly. 

One could only assume, therefore, that there is no need for legislation at this 
time. 

The production turkeys has been increasing over the past 15 or 20 years, and yet 
we have had a profitable business in this respect. 

Let us assume, however, that marketing order has been issued for the purchase 
of hatching eggs or poults in order to reduce the prospective supply. Would not 
the knowledge of a system, in effect, that would purchase hatching eggs or poults 
in order to reduce the supply encourage breeders and hatcheries to increase pro- 
duction rather than to decrease production, knowing full well that a marketing 
order would siphon off the surplus of breeder stocks, eggs, and/or poults? The 
same would apply to producers of market turkeys, if they knew that a market 
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order would take the surplus of finished stock off the market. This plan, instead 
of reducing production, would tend to increase production and constantly force 
the Government to use the proposed marketing order to take off a surplus in 
order to balance production with consumption. In short, if the producers knew 
that the Government would bail out the industry and, therefore, remove most 
of the risk, it would undoubtedly make for surpluses. So you can see, therefore, 


that unless compiete regimentation with quotas were enforced, in the end turkeys 
would not be stabilized. 


It has been estimated that the “take” in fees would run around $2 million 
annually. In terms of poults, this would buy about 3 million poults or possibly 
3 or 4 percent of the total supply. Likewise, if this money was used to purchase 
finished turkeys, the amount involved would be so small that it could have very 
little bearing on the turkey market. 


It might be argued that this law would be in the nature of “standby” legisla- 
tion; but history likewise shows that once a law is on the books, it is only the 
first step toward further infringement upon the freedom and rights of individ- 
uals and in this case farmers who so far in life have been able to make a profit 
on turkeys under complete freedom. 


The poultry industry, which includes turkeys, broilers, fowls, and eggs, has a 
clear record of average prosperity and quick adjustment in production. The 
industry has been a godsend to the farmer and to the consumer by reason of the 
progress which has been made; namely, to reduce the cost of production, making 
the product available to the consumer at lower prices and yet maintain a profit. 

So in the end, it is my belief that we would be going through a lot of motions 
with very little result so far as stabilization is concerned, so why bother with it? 

I oppose the passing of this act until conditions in the turkey industry become 
different from the history of the last 10 years. 

Mr. Forp. Mr. Chairman, I am Harold E. Ford, executive secretary, 
Southeastern Poultry and Egg Association. 

I express to the committee our appreciation for allotting time from 
a busy schedule to give industry an opportunity to express their views 
and opposition to the National Turkey Marketing Act. 

Senator Youne. It would be too bad if Congress ever took any 
action to prevent people from being heard. 

Mr. Forp. The Turkey Conninonity Committee, made up of turkey 
industrymen in the Southeast, held a meeting on May 16, 1958, and 
voted 100 percent against the proposal as now written. 

This committee requested the Boutheestern Poultry and Egg Asso- 
ciation to oppose the act, as they felt that it was not in the best in- 
terests of the turkey industry. 

Members of this committee voiced their disappointment in the final 
drafting of the marketing act. 

Each year we have seen more and more of the small farmers 
squeezed out of existence by the dwindling acreage allotments of 
cotton, peanuts, and tobacco. 

These same farmers today must find other sources of income, to 
exist. Poultry, egg production, and turkeys have been a lifesaver to 
these farmers. 

Today, poultry in the Southeast is the most rapidly advancing phase 
of modern agriculture and our turkey industry points with pride to its 
accomplishments. 

This vast new source of agricultural income has not happened by 
accident. It is the result of enterprising leadership and the ingenuity 
of farmers and business people, working together to produce efficiently 
and to produce a product of the highest quality. I want to point out 
here that this tremendous progress has been achieved under a com- 
petitive free enterprise system, without benefit of a Government sub- 
sidy program. 
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We do not share the belief of those supporting the National Turkey 
Marketing Act that the turkey industry is bordering on the edge of 
disaster unless the Government steps in to the rescue. 

In fact, the true picture today is this: Turkey consumption is vir- 
tually double what it was this time last year, and coming up is the 
regular tom consumption season. Everything points to a satisfactory 
turkey business in the immediate future. 

The turkey producers have shown their ability to adjust to the mar- 
keting problems without outside interference. They have illustrated 
this ability since last year, when they were faced with a low market, 
due to overproduction, by cutting their production. Here are the 
figures released 3 weeks ago by the USDA. Heavy breed poults 
hatched during the first 5 months of 1958 decreased 11 percent com- 
pared with a year ago. 

Light breed production has dipped 4 percent compared to January- 
May 1957. 

The turkey industry can be proud of the progress which has been 
made by the existing promotional groups such as State and regional 
organizations and the poultry and egg national board, all following 
the leadership of the National Turkey Federation. 

We believe that the turkey industry has an unlimited future, pro- 
vided it is left on a competitive relationship basis. 

Flexibility is aeslatals essential to orderly marketing of turkeys 
and it is my belief that, under the proposed marketing act, this flexi- 
bility will not be available. 

The cost to the industry and to the taxpayer for policing this act 
makes it prohibitive. 

Any losses suffered over the past few years, due to seasonal low 
prices may not be as great as the cost to administer and police the 
National Turkey Marketing Act. 

We believe that Congress cannot afford to tamper with an industry 
that is moving forward for the benefit of both the farmer and con- 
sumer unless there is a real cause. 

Interference with legislation that is purely speculation could well 
cripple the industry. : 

The problem of supply and demand is a law of economics. A swing 
to excesses comes at intervals as those deciding whether to place 
poults, over estimated or under estimated prices. These causes often 
make people in the turkey industry jumpy at times. 

Under this economic condition, we find some people inclined to look 
for a wonder drug. Most frequently, it is in the form of a Govern- 
ment program. 

To call upon Government intervention to the turkey industry’s 
problems would be a case where the treatment could be worse than 
the disease. 

The National Turkey Marketing Act says that the programs will 
provide an adequate return to producers and will develop and improve 
the marketing of turkeys. It has a very appetizing sound. It sounds 
as though all the problems of adjusting to change would be solved. 
It leads one to believe that it is the road to the “Promised !.and.” 

Senator Young. You are not opposed to the use of section 32 funds 
to purchase surplus turkeys ? 
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Mr. Forp. Our organization at no time has advocated that. How- 
ever, it has been done and at times it has helped our industry. I be- 
lieve one of the USDA officials testified this week or made the state- 
ment yesterday that one year they spent something like $26 million 
purchasing turkeys and it was hardly felt in the industry, so you can 
spend a lot of money. 

At times it helps the industry, it does not harm us, but it does not 
affect the overall price of the turkeys. 

The Southeastern Poultry and Egg Association does not believe 
that peetinn should be passed, which would incur a financial burden 
upon the public or producers of turkeys, unless there is a definite over- 
whelming knowledge of the need. Information available on the tur- 
key industry does not point to a need for Government interference 
or assistance. 

There has been no survey made as to what effect it would have on 
the little fellow in the turkey industry or whether or not it would 
affect their business adversely. 

No realistic figures have been submitted to the industry by the pro- 
ponents of these bills. It has been explained to the industry only 
in the most general terms. 

We want to urge this committee to seek out the facts on this ques- 
tion rather than to accept the bills, which are based on opinions. 

I might add here that we are not opposed to legislation that will 
help our turkey farmers. 

We have many reservations and questions on this bill that we 
have been unable to get answers to, and we find it hard to support 
any legislation that we have questions unanswered. 

The Southeastern Poultry and Egg Association has interpreted 
this act to give the Secretary of Agriculture authority to (a) impose 
assessments (another tax, if you please) on producers of turkeys, 
(b) promote and advertise turkeys, (c) regulate producers marketing 
of turkeys, and (d) promulgate rules and regulations to govern the 
producers. The association opposes the enactment of the National 
Turkey Marketing Act for the following reasons: 

(1) That this is not in the best interest of the turkey industry over 
a long-range period. The production and marketing pattern of the 
turkey industry must remain flexible for the best interest of the in- 
dustry and this act would eliminate this flexibility, therefore, being 
detrimental both to turkey producers and consumers. 

(2) It contains provisions for the mandatory assessment and collec- 
tion of taxes for promotional purposes. 

We believe that the Federal Government has no part to play in aid- 
ing an industry in selling its commodity in competition with and at 
the expense of other food products. 

(3) The association thoroughly supports the voluntary programs 
for the collection of funds to promote our industry’s product and we 
believe that these programs have been successful and should be 
allowed to continue. 

I want to make one statement here. 

It has been brought out and stated even here today that this bill 
does not call for Government controls as we know it on tobacco,. 
cotton, peanuts, and so forth, but it does place the Government in 
control of our industry. 
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The producer will be controlled by the Government as it states that 
he cannot sell his turkeys unless he has the Government’s permission, 
stated on page 5, section E, paragraphs 3 and 4, lines 5-13. 

Second, the hatcher is controlled by the Government to the extent 
that he cannot sell his product without the Government’s permission. 

The Government will have control on the industry promotional 
efforts because this act says that the Secretary of Agriculture has final 
authority over how this money is spent. To repeat what one of the 
proponents of this act said today, the Secretary has almost complete 
control of this program as stated in section 7, page 17. 

To me, Mr. Chairman, this is another form of Government con- 


trol, not production control as we know it, but still Government control] 
and interference. 


Thank you. 

Senator Youne. Thank you. 

Mr. Frank Woolley. 

Mr. Wootzey. With your permission, I would like to have Mr. 
Datt, assistant legislative director, present the statement. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN C. DATT, ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE DIRECTOR; 


AND FRANK K. WOOLLEY, LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL, AMERICAN 
FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 


Mr. Darr. Senator Young, we have a very brief statement which 
perhaps would be better to read than to try to summarize. 

We appreciate the opportunity to present the views of the Ameri- 
can Farm Bureau Federation on 8. 3864, the proposed National Turkey 
Marketing Act. This proposal has been presented as enabling legis- 
lation to allow creation of a “Federal marketing order” to stabilize 
and promote markets for turkey and turkey products. 

The stated purpose of the act is to encourage producers of breeder 
hens, hatching eggs, poults, and market turkeys through a “marketing 
order” to establish and contribute to the support of (1) programs to 
provide an adequate supply and orderly flow of turkeys in commerce 
so as to avoid unreasonable fluctuations in supplies and prices, and 
(2) research, promotion, and market development programs to ex- 
pand the consumption of turkey and turkey products. 

The Farm Bureau certainly is interested in a sound and growing 
turkey industry, with producers receiving the highest possible net 
income. However, we believe that the proposed legislation has seri- 
ous and widespread implications to the turkey and poultry industry 
that require careful study. 

S. 3864 is legislation designed to permit the development of a “Fed- 
eral marketing order” covering turkeys and turkey products. The 
legislation is patterned somewhat after the present Agricultural Mar- 
keting Agreement Act and includes many of the features in that act. 

However, there are also a number of very significant differences 
between this proposed national turkey marketing order and existing 
Federal marketing orders that cover milk, fruits, and vegetables, and 
other commodities. Some of these basic differences are: 

1. The present Federal Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act pro- 
vides that marketing orders shall be limited to the smallest practicable 

28497—58——-7 
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area. This provision recognizes the differences in the marketing of 
agricultural commodities that exist among different areas. 

For example, there are a number of Federal milk marketing orders 
that cover specific areas, and separate Federal potato marketing orders 
for Maine, Idaho, and Colorado, with different regulations in each 
order. 

Under the proposed Turkey Marketing Act there would be one Fed- 
eral marketing order that covered all turkey-producing areas, and the 
provisions under the order would be the same, regardless of any differ- 
ences in production and marketing conditions. 

By covering all areas under one national Federal marketing order, 
the climatic conditions, production costs, marketing problems, and 
other differences between the various areas would not be recognized. 

We believe that these different production and market conditions 
are important and seriously doubt that they can be soundly covered 
under one national marketing order. 

Part of our success in operating the present marketing orders is 
because they cover relatively small local areas and are tailored to meet 
the production and marketing needs of those areas. 

2. The present Federal Marketing Agreement Act does not provide 
for the collection of funds under a marketing order to be used as pay- 
ments in purchasing agricultural products for diversion purposes or 
to make diversion payments. 

This particular provision in the turkey legislation is a new concept 
with reference to what can be done under a Federal marketing order. 

The principle of using a Federal marketing order as a means of 
collecting money from agricultural producers to be used for purchase 
and diversion programs is a new concept and requires canetal study 
of its implications. Involved in this approach is the use of the power 
and authority of the Federal Government to collect such funds. 

3. Currently the law permits the collection of funds under a Federal 
marketing order for use in carrying on marketing research and devel- 
opment projects for the purpose of improving the marketing, distribu- 
tion, and consumption of the commodities covered. The present law 
does not permit the collection of funds to be used for advertising or 
sales-promotion programs. 

The proposed turkey legislation provides for the establishment of 
research (including disease control), promotion, and market develop- 
ment programs, using funds collected under the marketing order. 

Whether this includes direct advertising and sales promotion pro- 
grams is not clear. We believe the principle of using a Federal 
marketing order as a means of collecting money from producers to be 
used for advertising or sales promotion pragrams is one that should 
be carefully studied in order to understand its full implications. 

We have cited these differences between the national turkey market- 
ing order proposed in S. 3864 and the provisions for marketing orders 
found in existing legislation. 

There are several new concepts being proposed as to what might 
be done under a Federal marketing order. 

The heart of the proposed legislation involves a “checkoff” on 
breeder hens, hatching eggs, poults, and/or market turkeys which is to 
be used to promote and divert turkey and turkey products. 
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‘The amount that could be collected for this purpose could be very 


‘substantial. For example, only 2 cents per market turkey based on 


1957 production would bring in more than $1.5 million, 5 cents per 
market turkey, around $4 million; 50 cents per breeder hen in 1957, 


around $2 million. 


This money would be used to purchase and divert market turkeys 
from normal channels of trade through sale, donation, export, or 
other means. 

If the price objective as outlined in this proposal is achieved, it 
will be an incentive for expanding the production of turkeys and detri- 
mental to increased consumption. Without production and as 


‘quotas, it would seem that to divert the excess would require substantia 


deductions per bird and it could be very costly to turkey producers. 

With increased price expectations, one could anticipate an increase in 
the number of smaller exempt producers. 

Certainly this has been our experience to date in other farm 
programs where minimum acreage allotments have been involved. 
Such provisions have had the effect of (1) reducing the larger and 
more efficient producers to the minimum and (2) freezing production 
patterns. 

Basically we do not believe it is possible to control the total national 
production of turkeys unless there is complete control over all produc- 
tion and marketing by the Federal Government. 

We doubt that the turkey industry is interested in that type program. 

We believe progress has been made in the production and marketing 
of turkeys under our present system, free of Government restrictions 
and regulations; and that more progress will be made under this 
system than under a system involving more Government intervention 
and regulations. 

We have attempted to briefly express our concern about certain 
phases of the proposed legislation. Because S. 3864 does involve 
serious and widespread implications to the turkey industry, and also 
the poultry industry generally, we urge that no action be taken on 
the proposed legislation and that it be given continued study. 

I might comment, Senator Young, that in March 1958 our national 
poultry advisory committee of the American Farm Bureau Federa- 
tion met with the leaders of the National Turkey Federation and at 
that time a draft of this bill was discussed with our poultry advisory 
committee. 

Our folks agreed that when the bill was introduced, that we 
would prepare a summary or an analysis of it, and that this summary 
would be sent out for study and discussion among our turkey and 
poultry people. 

We have recently sent out such a summary. 

We anticipate that during the next several months that this par- 
ticular legislation will receive rather widespread discussion by the 
Farm Bureau. This is one of the reasons why we feel that there 
should be no action taken on the proposed legislation and that an 
opportunity for additional study be given. 

Senator Youne. You believe that it is possible to develop a pro- 
gram that would be acceptable somewhat along the lines of this pro- 
posed plan? 
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Mr. Woottey. We, of course, do not know whether it can or cannot 
be developed, Senator, but we know that there are people interested 
in the subject and we are not taking the attitude that it is a com- 
pletely impossible proposition. We would like to be sure that what 
we are doing is not causing more difficulty instead of getting out. 

I think that one of the prior witnesses that has appeared before 
this committee has indicated that sometimes the cure is worse than the 
disease, and your problems do not disappear as we all know when you 
get some kind of Federal legislation. It just may change the com- 
plexion of the problem and we want to be sure that what we do is 
progress and not the opposite. 

Senator Younc. You always have the problem with almost any 
kind of a Government program to make sure that you do not create 
as many problems as you she : 

Mr. ahaa. That is right, and Government force can be made 
to appear very attractive but it could be very objectionable when it 
really is applied. 

We just want to be sure we are not making a mistake. As you well 
know, our people study these things and do try to come up with some 
kind of a solution and an answer, and we are actually requesting time 
that they can really give it the kind of judgment and consideration we 
think it merits. 

Senator Young. Is that all? 

Mr. Woottey. That is all. 

Senator Youne. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Compton, you have a statement by Mr. Homer R. Kline of 
Harrisonburg, Va. 

Would you like to have that placed in the record ? 

Mr. Compton. Yes; I would. 

Senator Youne. That will be done. 

(The statement is as follows:) 


STATEMENT FILeEp py Homer R. KLINe, HARRISONBURG, VA. 


Ca 


I am a turkey producer and have been since 1927. I raise annually on my 
farm 40,000 turkeys besides contracting around 100,000 turkeys with farmers 
in my area. I also keep from 3,500 to 4,000 breeders from which I sell extra 
poults. 

I am past president of the Virginia State Poultry Federation, director of the 
Southeastern Poultry and Egg Association, chairman of the turkey committee 
of the Southeastern Association which consists of 10 States. I also am a 
member of the executive committee of the Virginia Agriculture Conference Board 
representing the poultry industry of Virginia. 

I have been prompted to write this letter to state my opposition to Senate bill 
S. 3864 regarding the Turkey Marketing Act. 

I am sure the majority of the turkey producers in Virginia do not fully realize 
the damage the passage of this act would have on their industry. Those from 
Virginia who voted in St. Louis in January to favor the proposal presented 
there did not know what was in the bill, because it really was not completed 
until 3144 months later. Now, if they had the opportunity, since they have seen 
the bill, I am sure they would change their vote. They are only lukewarm now. 

The turkey industry has made a wonderful growth over a very short time and 
has financed, promoted, marketed, and spent considerable money on research 
all from within the industry, without the help of Government controls or 
legislated rules and regulation and without the supervision of one man, the 
Secretary of Agriculture. 

This act if passed would stagnate the areas in which turkey production is 
just getting started and benefit or favor the larger producing areas. 

The turkey industry, through its own promotions, has greatly increased con- 
sumption of turkeys and is continuing to increase year by year. 
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This act would lead toward quotas and controls and finally end up being 
in the hands of the Commodity Credit Corporation. 

The money collected from the producers would be largely spent on adminis- 
tering the program, leaving very little for research and promotion, as the bill 
provides by the Board appointed by the Secretary of Agriculture diverting 
market turkeys from normal channels, such as donations and export or other 
means, to raise the retail price, would also tend to curtail consumption. To 
legislate controls to raise prices also cuts down on consumption—the very 
thing the industry has tried to improve. 

I don’t think the Federal Government should, even through a board, spend 
money collected from the turkey industry to try to regulate production by 
regulating marketing. When the turkey industry is managed by a board that 
sets up controls and quotas, then it is doomed, just as cotton, tobacco, and 
‘other agricultural commodities. 

This marketing act, Senate bill 3864, opens the door for just that. 


STATEMENT OF E. C. COMPTON, BAK-CO TURKEY FARMS, 
STANARDSVILLE, VA. 


Mr. Compton. I would like to file that statement. I would like to 
say Virginia does rank third in turkey production in the country. 
Back in January our turkeys—— 

Senator YounG. Which States are first and second ? 

Mr. Compron. California is first and Minnesota is second. Virginia 
ranks third. 

There is some opposition to this legislation in Virginia, although 
I would like to say in all fairness that the State turkey association, 
at the National Turkey Federation convention, voted in favor of this 
legislation. 

‘Since that time a number of producers in Virginia have decided 
that they are not in favor of this legislation, Mr. Kline being one of 
them. 

Mr. Kline is chairman of the Southeastern Turkey Committee. He 
is also a past president of the Virginia State Poultry Federation 
and a member of the Virginia State Turkey Association. 

I am opposed to it and there are other producers in Virginia that 
are opposed to it. As the gentleman just previous stated, there is 
thinking in Virginia that we would like to have some more time to 
study this legislation and see if we couldn’t come up with some type 
of solution that might help. 

Personally, I am not as filled with gloom about the turkey situation 
for this year and for next year as a number of turkey producers 
seem to be. 

Senator Youne. I wouldn’t think your real problem would come 
this year, with high beef prices. Pork will probably drop, but the 
price presently is very good, so that ought to help your situation some. 

Mr. Compron. Yes, that is what I was going to bring out, sir. That 
about concludes my statement. 

Senator Young. Thank you very much. 

Would you like to have your whole statement inserted as part of 
the record ? 

Mr. Compron. Yes, sir; I would. 

(The statement in full of Mr. Compton is as follows :) 


T am FE. C. Compton of Stanardsville, Va., producer and operator of Bak-Co 
‘Turkey Farms. We have for the past 5 years produced an average of 225,000 
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turkeys yearly. We own and operate our own hatchery, located at Appomattox;. 
Va. This hatchery has a capacity of 600,000 poults yearly. 

I am a member of the National Turkey Federation, and have been for a 
number of years. I am past president of the Virginia State Poultry Federation ; 
past chairman of the turkey division of NEPPCO. 

Today I appear here as a turkey producer opposed to Senate bill S. 3864. 
Having gone through 2 bad years in the turkey business (namely, 1946 and 
1957), it is my opinion that the turkey business will again straighten itself out. 
Already we have seen better prices this year. After all, turkey production is a 
business. The producer who does the best job receives the most profit. The 
one who does the worst job loses the most. 

In the years past we have seen farmers in the turkey business who were there 
solely because of the tremendous amount of risk capital which was available to 
finance a risky venture. In 1957 we reached the breaking point in turkey pro- 
duction. Bighty-one million turkeys were produced. This was more than we 
could consume. As it always happens with any product when the supply exceeds 
the demand, the bottom dropped out. It was not uncommon for the average 
turkey growers to lose from 25 cents to $1 per turkey. There was a great hue 
and cry to do something, and, as it is common these days to run to Washington 
for help, the National Turkey Federation at its national convention in January 
decided to ask Congress for a national enabling act. 

I am opposed to this act because— 

1. We cannot legislate the law of supply and demand. 

2. The provisions of this act could mean more breeder hens in any given year, 
because the owner of these hens would know that he had a ready market for 
his hens at no loss to himself. 


3. It would tend to freeze production of turkeys in the areas in which they 
are now produced. 


4, It could stifle the starting into turkey production by new producers. 

5. It could open the door to production controls. 

6. I believe in the capitalistic system without government controls. 

7. I believe that turkey production will be profitable enough in 1958 that if a 
vote was taken a majority of turkey producers would be against this act. 

Senator Youne. Mr. Peter Crafts, president of the National Turkey 
Federation, I understand wants to make a brief statement. 


STATEMENT OF PETER CRAFTS, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL TURKEY 
FEDERATION, GRASMERE, N. H.—Resumed 


Mr. Crarts. Mr. Chairman, I just wanted to clarify a couple of 
points here in regard to the turkey producers of the southeastern part 
of this country. 

We have acting as individual State associations, we have the 5 States 
of Virginia, West Virginia, South Carolina, Kentucky, and Missis- 
sippi, who produce over 10 million of the 13 million turkeys produced 
by the Southeastern States who have ratified this bill, are in favor of it. 

I wish to emphasize one other point which is mentioned in my pre- 
pared statement which I read yesterday. I think it should be further 
clarified. Testimony presented by Mr. Paul Thomas is definitely in 
error. This testimony was in effect the bill submitted in both Houses 
of Congress is a different bill from the one approved by a vote of 76 
to 6 by the board of directors of the National Turkey Federation on 
January 6, 1958. 

In order to provide definite proof this contention is in error, we 
asked a number of the officers and directors of the National Turkey 
Federation to certify by letter regarding this matter. 

I have here letters from the National Turkey Federation board of 
directors and officers of State turkey associations representing 16 
leading turkey producing States. 
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I will read a portion of one which is typical of all the letters. 
In addition, I will leave the subsequent original letters as support- 
ing testimony. 
enator Younc. How many are there? 


Mr. CraFrs. There are quite a number and I will just read a portion 
of one of them, sir. 


Senator Youne. Do you want all of them in the record or just one 
and then list the others ? 


Mr. Crarrts. I think we would like to have them all in the record. 
Senator Youne. That will be done. 


Mr. Crarts. This is a letter to M. C. Small, executive secretary, 
National Turkey Federation from Mr. Gerald Bonnett, who is presi- 
dent of the Llnois State Turkey Association and I will read two 
paragraphs and not take up time reading the rest of it: 


This is to certify that the board of directors of the Illinois State Turkey 
Growers Association have voted unanimously in favor of the enabling act bill 
proposed by the National Turkey Federation. 

This is to certify, further, that representatives of our own organization had 


the opportunity to see this bill in its final form as introduced in Congress, and 
approve it in this form. 


Senator Youne. All the letters will be made a part of the record. 
The letters referred to follow :) 


Havana, ILx., June 19, 1958. 
Mr. M. C. SMALL, 


Evrecutive Secretary, National Turkey Federation, 
Mount Morris, Ill. 

Dear Maaere: This is to certify that the board of directors of the Illinois State 
Turkey Growers’ Association have voted unanimously in favor of the enabling 
act bill proposed by the National Turkey Federation. 

This is to certify, further, that representatives of our own organization had 
the opportunity to see this bill in its final form as introduced in Congress and 
approve it in this form. 

Mr. Howard Kauffman, the Illinois representative on the board of directors 
of the National Turkey Federation, voted in favor of the following motion at 
the January meeting of the board of directors of the National Turkey Federation: 

Motion: “On behalf of the committee, I move that the board of directors of 
the National Turkey Federation go on record to approve the proposed enabling 
act in principle, with permission in final drafting of the bill to change the 
wording of the proposed bill as necessary, provided the principles of the bill 
are not changed.” 

We sincerely believe that the passage of this enabling act is necessary for 
the future welfare of the turkey industry, both in Illinois and in the Nation 
as a whole. 

Sincerely yours, 
GERALD BONNETT, 
President, Illinois State Turkey Growers Association, 


BuackK River Fatts, Wis., June 19, 1958 
M. C. SMALL, 
Jrecutive Secretary, National Turkey Federation, 
Whitefield, N. H. 


Dear Mr. SmMatt: Understanding that there has been some opposition de- 
veloped to the national turkey marketing pact bill, which has been introduced 
into both Houses of Congress, on the basis that it was not the same bill as 
approved by the National Turkey Federation directors at their annual meeting 
held in January at St. Louis. 

Be advised that I have read the proposed bill and find it entirely with my 
understanding of the action taken by the National Turkey Federation directors 
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and upon which bill I, along with other directors of Wisconsin, voted unanimously 
in favor of. 

You may register me as in full accord and agreement with our Wisconsin 
Turkey Federation secretary-treasurer’s letter dated June 18. 

It is my firm conviction that while there may be some opposition on the part 
of individual Wisconsin growers, the great majority favored the proposed legis- 
lation. 

Yours sincerely, 
A. H. TRASK, 
Trask Turkey Farms. 


Mapison, W1s., June 18, 1958. 
Mr. M. C. SMALL, 
Executive Secretary, National Turkey Federation, 
Whitefield, N. H. 


Dear Mr. SMALL. This is to certify that the enabling act bill proposed by 
the National Turkey Federation which has been introduced in both Houses of 
Congress is exactly as was directed by the directors of the National Turkey 
Federation at their annual meeting. 

At their annual meeting they voted almost unanimously “to approve the pro- 
posed enabling act in principle with permission in final drafting of the bill to 
change the wording of the proposed bill as necessary provided the principles 
of the bill are not changed.” 

These minor changes have been made by the committee as they were directed 
to make them by the National Turkey Federation directors and to the entire 
satisfaction of the national directors representing Wisconsin. 

The final enabling act bill as introduced has been read and approved unani- 
mously by the National Turkey Federation directors from Wisconsin. 

Yours very truly, 
WISCONSIN TURKEY FEDERATION, 
G. E. ANNIN, 
Secretary-Treasurer. 


ELLswortH, IowA, June 23, 1958. 
Mr. M. C. SMALL, 
National Turkey Federation, 
Mount Morris, Ill. 


Dear Mr. SMALL: Am writing a short note to you to again express Iowa’s 
continued support of the enabling legislation for the turkey industry. I know 
that some words have been changed in the bill that was presented to us in the 
winter convention in St. Louis and the one introduced in Congress. We have 
made a careful study of the bill that was introduced in Congress and find the 
minor change of wording has not changed the true meaning or content of the bill. 

Sincerely yours, 
RAYMOND A, THOMPSON, 
President, Iowa Turkey Federation. 


GRANDVIEW, WASH., June 18, 1958. 
Mr. M. C. SMALL, 
Executive Secretary, National Turkey Federation, 
Whitefield, N. H. 

DEAR Mr. SMALL: In December 1957, the members and the directors of the 
Washington State Turkey Federation in the annual meeting discussed in detail 
Federal legislation which might be of benefit to the turkey industry. 

They voted, with only one dissent, to instruct their director of the National 


‘Turkey Federation to favor and work for action by the National Turkey Fed- 
eration to get congressional approval of enabling act under which action could 


be taken to stabilize the turkey industry. 
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This is to certify that the board of directors and the members of the Washing- 
ton State Turkey Federation voted overwhelmingly in favor of the enabling 
act which the National Turkey Federation proposed to sponsor. 

This is to certify, further, that the bill in final form has been carefully re~ 
viewed and has been found to agree essentially with the bill approved at the 
January directors meeting and does comply with the wishes of the turkey 
growers of the State of Washington. 

Yours truly, 
RALPH RwUSK, 
Secretary-Treasurer, Washington State Turkey Federation, 


St. Pau, Mrinn., June 18, 1958. 
Mr. Mr. C. SMALL, 
Erecutive Secretary, National Turkey Federation, 
Whitefield, N. H. 


DeaR Mr. SMALL: At a meeting of the board of directors of the Minne- 
sota Turkey Growers Association, Inc., held in the Leamington Hotel, December 
30, 1957, in Minneapolis, Minn., it was decided to have our delegates to the Na- 
tional Turkey Federation be uninstructed as to their acceptance of the enaction 
of a proposed national enabling act. 

A meeting of our delegates was held on Sunday, January 4, 1958, in the St. 
Louis auditorium during the time of the National Turkey Federation convention. 
At this meeting, our representatives on the board of directors of the National 
Turkey Federation voted unanimously for the enactment of a national enabling 
act after certain changes had been made in the writing of the proposed legislation. 

Since our delegates have taken a unanimous stand for the proposed enabling 
act, our association is 100 percent for it, and has indicated its position by various. 
telegrams and letters to Minnesota congressional representatives, urging passage 
of the proposed enabling act legislation as it was presented. It is further certi- 
fied that all of our delegates have seen and approved the bills as introduced in 
both branches of the Congress. We wish also to say that Mr. Kenneth Anderson 
of our association personally appeared before a hearing of the subcommittee on 
agricultural affairs in Washington, D. C., and testified in favor of the proposed 
enabling act legislation. 

Very truly yours, 
MINNESOTA TURKEY GROWERS 
ASSOCIATION, INC., 
A. E. EISENMENGER, 
Ezecutive Secretary. 


York, 8S. C., June 18, 1958. 
Mr. M. C. SMALL, 
Ezecutive Secretary, National Turky Federation, 
Whitefield, N. H. 

DeAR Mr. SMALL: On May 23 and 24, a poll of each of our directors was taken 
by telephone on the question of the enabling act. This was after the final draft- 
ing had been made. Nine of our ten directors favored the act, with the sole 
opposing vote coming from Mr. Paul G. Thomas, who is also president of the 
Southeastern Poultry & Egg Association and who has appeared before congres- 
sional hearings in Washington in opposition to the act. 

On June 16, a meeting of directors with the exception of Mr. Thomas and our 
national director, Mr. W. C. Huffman, who appeared in favor of the act before 
congressional hearings, was held in York, 8S. C. Seven of the remaining eight 
directors again expressed themselves as favoring the act, and instructed me to 
inform our congressional representatives of their decision. The eighth remaining 
member, who was unable to attend, contacted me the next day, June 17, to tell 
me that he very definitely favors the act in its present and final form. The pink 
copy, the final copy, was reviewed and approved by 9 of the 10 directors of the 
South Carolina Turkey Federation. Our position is that we wholeheartedly 
favor the act. 

Yours very truly, 
CHARLES F.. RISHER, 
Secretary, the South Carolina Turkey Federation. 
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HARRISONBURG, VA., June 6, 1958. 
Mr. M. C. SMALL, 
Secretary, National Turkey Federation, 
Washington, D.C. 


Deak Mr. SMAti: Last fall I appointed a committee to study the proposed 
enabling act. As a result of their study, the Virginia delegation to the national 
convention at St. Louis voted unanimously for the enabling act. Since that 
time, it has been discussed quite a bit among our growers and, recently, the 
matter was brought before the board of directors of the Virginia State Turkey 
Association and no action was taken, which leaves Virginia on record favoring 
the enabling act. 

Yours very truly, 
Wma. D. WAMPLER, 
President, Virginia State Turkey Association. 


PEeTerssBuRG, W. VA., June 25, 1958. 
Mr. M. C. SMart, 
Executive Secretary, National Turkey Federation, 
Whitefield, N. H. 


Dear Mr. SMA: This is to certify that I, J. C. Groves, Petersburg, Grant 
County, W. Va., director of the National Turkey Federation, representing the 
State of West Virginia, appeared before the House of Representatives, Com- 
mittee on Agriculture, and requested to go on record favoring the National Tur- 
key Marketing Act. 

The State of West Virginia does not have a State association. 

After consulting the majority of turkey producers of this State of which 
approximately 90 percent are located in the counties of Hardy, Grant, and 
Pendleton, and after contacting our State director in the Northeastern Poultry 
Producer Council who had, also, contacted producers of this State and reported 
to the secretary of the turkey division of the Northeastern Poultry Producer 
Council, that the majority of turkey producers contacted, favored this enabling 
act, the same bill as introduced in Congress. 

The aforementioned facts verified my position in favoring the National Turkey 
Marketing Act. 

Cordially yours, 
J. C. GROVES, 
NTF Director of State of West Virginia. 


CoRVALLIS, OREG., June 18, 1958. 
M. C. SMALL, 
National Turkey Federation, Mount Morris, IU. 


Dear MAcere: This will acknowledge your circular letter of June 16 regarding 
the National Turkey Federation Enabling Act. 

The directors of the Oregon Turkey Improvement Association voted in favor 
of the enabling act as it was originally proposed and our State directors on the 
National Turkey Federation voted unanimously for it at the National Turkey 
Federation Convention in St. Louis. 

Our directors have studied the bill in its final form as introduced in Congress 
and have approved it in this form. 

Sincerely yours, 
N. L. BENNION, 
Secretary, Oregon Turkey Improvement Association. 


WINCHESTER, Ky., June 18, 1958. 
To Whom It May Concern: 


This is to certify that members of the Kentucky Turkey Growers Association, 
representing more than 90 percent of commercial turkey production in Kentucky, 
meeting at the University of Kentucky, February 18, 1958, unanimously voted 
endorsement of NTF proposed enabling act legislation and gave NTF director, 
E. S. McConnell, authority to act in their behalf in reviewing final version of 
the proposed bill. The Secretary of the Kentucky Turkey Growers Association, 
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J. E. Humphrey, was asked to forward copies of this resolution to Kentucky 
Members of Congress. 
The bill in its final form, as introduced in Congress, was studied by E. 8. 
McConnell in company with several leaders of the KTGA. It was approved. 
Our representative to the board of directors of the National Turkey Federa- 
tion voted for this bill at the St. Louis NTF Convention, January 6, 1958. 


(Signed) E. S. McConne tL, 
NTF Director, Kentucky Turkey Growers Association. 


Cotumsus, Oun10, June 19, 1958. 
M. C. SMALL, 


Executive Secretary, National Turkey Federation, 
Whitefield, N. H. 


DEAR Mr. SMALL: This is to advise you that the three Ohio representatives on 
‘the board of directors of the National Turkey Federation voted for the proposed 
enabling act when it was considered at the January meeting. They have seen 
copies of the revised bill as presented in Congress and approve it in this form. 

Our directors are unanimously in favor of the enabling act so far as it would 
provide for a fair and equitable means of raising funds for industry promotion 
and research. There is some difference of opinion as to the practicability and 
desirability of that part of the act that would permit attempts to control pro- 
duction or price through purchased breeding stock, market turkeys, etc., but they 
remain unanimously in favor of the bill. 

Very truly yours, 
Howakrp BE. WImbey, 
Secretary, Ohio Turkey Association. 


DespEMONA, TEX., June 21, 1958. 
M. C. SMALL, 


National Turkey Federation, 
Mount Morris, Il. 


DEAR Mk. SMALL: This is to certify that the directors of the Texas Turkey 
Federation voted unanimously in favor of the enabling act proposed by the Na- 
tional Turkey Federation. 

This also certifies that our directors and representatives saw and approved the 
act in its final form as presented to Congress. 

I was sent as representative of our organization to appear before the House 
Agricultural Committee and certify that the bill was not changed in principle 
from the bill voted on by the directors in January. 

Our Texas Turkey Federation does approve the bill as it now stands. 

Sincerely, 
J. H. TIDWELL, 
President, Texas Turkey Federation. 


LITTLE Rock, ARK., June 23, 1958. 
Mr. M. C. SMALL, 


Ezecutive Secretary-Treasurer, 
National Turkey Federation, 
Mount Morris, Ill. 


DeaR Mr. SMALL: On June 7, 1958, the Arkansas Turkey Federation met in 
official executive session and instructed Raymond J. Higgins to extend unani- 
mous support to the Enabling Act bill proposed by the National Turkey Federa- 
tion. 

At the official National Turkey Federation board meeting all directors at- 
tended and voted in favor of the adoption of the bill with the final changed 
wording as proposed. 

Following the submission of the final bill for approval, copies were made and 
sent to all members of the Arkansas Turkey Federation so that a final vote could 
be taken on the final bill at the executive session on June 7. 

Not only the executive board but the entire membership of the Arkansas 
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Turkey Federation are unanimous in support of the final Enabling Act bill and 
do so certify. 
RAYMOND J. HIGGINS, 
Director, National Turkey Federation, 
President, Arkansas Turkey Federation. 
CHARLES D. Hawks, 
Director, National Turkey Federation, 
Executive Secretary, Arkansas Turkey Federation. 





Exuicort City, Mp., June 23, 1958. 
M. C. SMALL, 
Executive Secretary, National Turkey Federation, 
Whitefield, N. H. 

Dear Mr. SMALL: The directors of the Maryland Turkey Producers Association, 
Inc., are in favor of the proposed Enabling Act of the National Turkey Federa- 
tion. 

It was not possible to take a vote before the St. Louis convention, but knowing 
the trend of thought of our directors I voted for the bill on my own authority. 
However, on June 19, 1958, I talked to the president and directors plus some 
growers by phone or in person and found them very much in favor of the act 
with no controls. 

Sincerely yours, 


Morris G. SMITH, 
National Turkey Federation Director. 





LINCOLN, NEBR., June 23, 1958. 
Mr. M. C. SMALL, 
Executive Secretary, National Turkey Federation, 
Whitefield, N. H. 

Dear Maaere: Recently John Skinner, our secretary, contacted the directors 
of the Nebraska Turkey Federation by mail relative to the proposed Enabling 
Act proposed by the National Turkey Federation. The great majority of our 
directors favor the bill in its passed form as shown by their vote. 

During this past week, I personally talked with President Lloyd Bevans, Vice 
President Herb Heil, Secretary John Skinner, and State Director Ken Smith, and 
several others, and they seemed to be favorable toward the Enabling Act in any 
way that I could tell. It has been my observation that any opposition can 
usually be overcome readily when someone discusses the bill who understands 
the plan behind it. 

By the way Lloyd Bevans planned to come to the hearing in Washington re- 
cently but found he could not get the plane reservations he had expected. 

Ruth and I had planned to attend the summer executive committee meeting 
but unexpected conditions have arisen so it will be impossible to make it. We 
will miss meeting our good friends at this interesting place. Please convey to 
those present that we regret not being able to attend. 

With best regards. 

Sincerely, 
Roscoe HILt, 
Treasurer, the Nebraska Turkey Federation. 


CARTHAGE, Mo., June 30, 1958. 
Mr. M. C. SMALL, 


Executive Secretary, National Turkey Federation, 
Mount Morris, Iil. 
Dear Mr. SMALL: Upon my return from Washington to testify before the 
House subcommittee on our National Turkey Enabling Act bill, I was amazed 
to read the charge of those against this bill that this is a separate and distinct 
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bill from that approved by the board of directors at St. Louis in January. I 
took it upon myself to contact all members of the board of the Missouri Turkey 
Federation and the Missouri directors to the National Turkey Federation. 

My findings in correspondence with the Missouri directors to the National 
Turkey Federation are that all three voted for the bill in January, have studied 
the present bill as submitted, find it to be essentially the same in principle and 
are unanimously in favor of it at the present time. 

Of the 12 directors of the Missouri Turkey Federation, I received replies from 
9 of them and they unanimously go on record as favoring the National Turkey 
Enabling Act as introduced in both the House and Senate. 


I hope the above information will be of help in correcting the untruths I have 
read in the press. 


Yours very truly, 
Morrow MILLING Co., 
J. M. Morrow, 


President, Missouri Turkey Federation, Missouri Director to the Na- 
tional Turkey Federation. 


RIVERSIDE, CAuir., June 24, 1958. 
Mr. M. C. SMALL, 


Executive Secretary, National Turkey Federation, 
Whitefield, N. H. 

DEAR Mr. SMALL: It was the understanding of the National Turkey Federa- 
tion directors from California when they unanimously approved the proposed 
enabling act in principle at the 1958 National Turkey Federation convention 
in St. Louis, Mo., that it would be very necessary to change the wording of the 
proposed bill for purposes of strengthening and clarification. Representatives 
of the California turkey industry believe that this has been very ably done 


without changing any of the principles of the bill that was presented at the 
St. Louis convention. 


This is to certify that the board of directors of the California Turkey Federa- 


tion voted unanimously in favor of the enabling act bill proposed by the National 
Turkey Federation. 


This is to certify further that representatives of our organization had oppor- 


tunity to see the bill in its final form as introduced in Congress, and approve 
it in this form. 


Sincerely, 
Rosert M. McPHERRIN, 
NTF Director from California, 
Immediate Past President, California Turkey Federation. 

Mr. Crarrs. One other closing statement. 

I would like to say to the committee that in the years that I have 
been either on the executive committee of the National Turkey Fed- 
eration or an officer of the federation, that all policies and all things 
such as the developing of this enabling act have been with just one 
thing in mind, and that is the survival of the small grower of the 
country. 

Thank you, sir. 

Senator Youne. Thank you. 

Is there anyone else who wants to make a statement before we close 
the hearings? 

If not, this will conclude the hearing. 

(Whereupon, at 12:15 p. m., the subcommittee adjourned.) 


x 





